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Behold, days are coming — says the Lord God - 
I will send a hunger to the land, not a hunger for bread 
nor a thirst for water, but to hear the words of the Lord. 


(AMOS 8:11) 


The Noé edition of the Koren Talmud Bavli 
with the commentary of Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
is dedicated to all those who open its covers 
to quench their thirst for Jewish knowledge, 
in our generation of Torah renaissance. 


This beautiful edition is for the young, the aged, 
the novice and the savant alike, 
as it unites the depth of Torah knowledge 
with the best of academic scholarship. 


Within its exquisite and vibrant pages, 
words become worlds. 


It will claim its place in the library of classics, 
in the bookcases of the Beit Midrash, 
the classrooms of our schools, 
and in the offices of professionals and business people 
who carve out precious time to grapple with its timeless wisdom. 


For the Student and the Scholar 


DEDICATED BY LEO AND SUE NOE 


Steinsaltz 
Center 


KOREN 
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Once upon a time, under pressure of censorship, 
printers would inscribe in the flyleaves 
of volumes of the Talmud: 


Whatever may be written herein about gentiles 
does not refer to the gentiles of today, 
but to gentiles of times past. 


Today, the flyleaves of our books bear a similar inscription, 
albeit an invisible one: 


Whatever may be written herein about Jews 
does not refer to the Jews of today, 
but to Jews who lived in other times. 


So we are able to sit down and study Torah, Talmud, 
books of ethics, or books of faith 


without considering their relevance to our lives. 


Whatever is written there 
does not apply to us or to our generation, 
but only to other people, other times. 


We must expunge from those invisible prologues 
the notion that the words are written about someone else, 
about others, about anyone but us. 


Whether the book is a volume of Torah, 
a tractate of the Talmud, or a tract of faith, 
the opposite must be inscribed: 


Whatever is written herein refers only to me; 
is written for me and obligates me. 


First and foremost, the content is addressed to me. 


— From a public address by Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
as quoted in ow »n (Talks on Parashat HaShavua) 
Maggid Books, 2011 
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... These new commentaries — which include a new interpretation of the Talmud, a 
halakhic summary of the debated issues, and various other sections — are a truly out- 
standing work; they can be of great benefit not only to those familiar with talmudic 
study who seek to deepen their understanding, but also to those who are just begin- 
ning to learn, guiding them through the pathways of the Torah and teaching them 
how to delve into the sea of the Talmud. 


I would like to offer my blessing to this learned scholar. May the Holy One grant him 
success with these volumes and may he merit to write many more, to enhance the 
greatness of Torah, and bring glory to God and His word... 


Rabbi Moshe Feinstein 
New York, 7 Adar 5743 


I have seen one tractate from the Talmud to which the great scholar Rabbi Adin 
Steinsaltz xwSw has added nikkud (vowels) and illustrations to explain that which is 
unknown to many people; he has also added interpretations and innovations, and is 
evidently a talmid hakham. Talmidei hakhamim and yeshiva students ought to study 
these volumes, and synagogues and batei midrash would do well to purchase them, 
as they may find them useful. 


Rabbi Moshe Feinstein 
New York, Adar 5730 
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... I have just had the pleasant surprise of receiving tractate Shabbat (part one), which 

has been published by [Rabbi Steinsaltz] along with his explanations, etc. Happy 
is the man who sees good fruits from his labors. May he continue in this path and 
increase light, for in the matters of holiness there is always room to add — and we 
have been commanded to add — for they are linked to the Holy One, Blessed be He, 
Who is infinite. And may the Holy One grant him success to improve and enhance 
this work, since the greater good strengthens his hand... 


Rabbi Menachem Mendel Schneerson 
The Lubavitcher Rebbe 
Brooklyn, 5 Marheshvan, 5729 
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[Rotee: 


The translation of the books of our past into the language of the present — this was 
the task of the sages of every generation. And in Israel, where the command to “teach 
them repeatedly to your children” applies to all parts of the nation, it was certainly 
the task of every era. This is true for every generation, and in our time — when many 
of those who have strayed far are once again drawing near — all the more so. For many 
today say, “Who will let us drink from the well” of Talmud, and few are those who 
offer up the waters to drink. 


We must, therefore, particularly commend the blessed endeavor of Rabbi Adin Stein- 
saltz to explain the chapters of the Talmud in this extensive yet succinct commentary, 
which, in addition to its literal interpretation of the text, also explicates the latter’s 
underlying logic and translates it into the language of our generation. 


It appears that all those who seek to study Talmud - the diligent student and the 
learned adult — will have no difficulty understanding when using this commentary. 
Moreover, we may hope that the logical explanation will reveal to them the beauty 
of the talmudic page, and they will be drawn deeper and deeper into the intellectual 
pursuit which has engaged the best Jewish minds, and which serves as the corner- 
stone of our very lives... 


Rabbi Moshe Zvi Neria 
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The Talmud in Eruvin 21b states: “Rava continued to interpret verses homiletically. What is 
the meaning of the verse: ‘And besides being wise, Kohelet also taught the people knowledge; 
and he weighed, and sought out, and set in order many proverbs’? (Ecclesiastes 12:9). He 
explains: He taught the people knowledge; he taught it with the accentuation marks in the 
Torah, and explained each matter by means of another matter similar to it. And he weighed 
[izen], and sought out, and set in order many proverbs; Ulla said that Rabbi Eliezer said: At 
first the Torah was like a basket without handles [oznayim] until Solomon came and made 
handles for it.” And as Rashi there explains: “And thus were Israel able to grasp the mitzvot 
and distance themselves from transgressions — just as a vessel with handles is easily held, etc.’ 


Such things may be said of this beloved and eminent man, a great sage of Torah and of virtue. 
And far more than he has done with the Oral Torah, he does with the Written Torah — teaching 
the people knowledge. And beyond that, he also affixes handles to the Torah, i.e., to the Talmud, 
which is obscure and difficult for many. Only the intellectual elite, which are a precious few, 
and those who study in yeshiva, can today learn the Talmud and understand what it says — and 
even though we have Rashi, still not everyone uses him. But now the great scholar Rabbi Adin 
Steinsaltz xvw has come and affixed handles to the Torah, allowing the Talmud to be held 
and studied, even by simple men. And he has composed a commentary alongside the text, a 
fine commentary in clear, comprehensible language, “a word fitly spoken” with explanations 
and illustrations, so that all those who seek to study the work of God can do so. 


Rabbi Mordechai Eliyahu 
Former Chief Rabbi of Israel, 7 Tishrei, 5754 
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Message from Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 


The Talmud is the cornerstone of Jewish culture. True, our culture originated in the 
Bible and has branched out in directions besides the Talmud, yet the latter’s influ- 
ence on Jewish culture is fundamental. Perhaps because it was composed not by a 
single individual, but rather by hundreds and thousands of Sages in batei midrash in 
an ongoing, millennium-long process, the Talmud expresses not only the deepest 
themes and values of the Jewish people, but also of the Jewish spirit. As the basic 
study text for young and old, laymen and learned, the Talmud may be said to embody 
the historical trajectory of the Jewish soul. It is, therefore, best studied interactively, 
its subject matter coming together with the student’s questions, perplexities, and in- 
novations to form a single intricate weave. In the entire scope of Jewish culture, there 
is not one area that does not draw from or converse with the Talmud. The study of 
Talmud is thus the gate through which a Jew enters his life’s path. 


The Koren Talmud Barli seeks to render the Talmud accessible to the millions of Jews 
whose mother tongue is English, allowing them to study it, approach it, and perhaps 
even become one with it. 


This project has been carried out and assisted by several people, all of whom have 
worked tirelessly to turn this vision into an actual set of books to be studied. It is a 
joyful duty to thank the many partners in this enterprise for their various contribu- 
tions. Thanks to Koren Publishers Jerusalem, both for the publication of this set and 
for the design ofits very complex graphic layout. Thanks ofa different sort are owed 
to the Steinsaltz Center and its director, Rabbi Menachem Even-lIsrael, for their de- 
termination and persistence in setting this goal and reaching it. Many thanks to the 
translators, editors, and proofreaders for their hard and meticulous work. Thanks 
to the individuals and organizations that supported this project, chief among them 
the Matanel Foundation and the Noé family of London. And thanks in advance to 
all those who will invest their time, hearts, and minds in studying these volumes — to 
learn, to teach, and to practice. 


Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
Jerusalem 5772 


A MESSAGE FROM RABBI ADIN EVEN-ISRAEL STEINSALTZ : 
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We are indeed privileged to dedicate this edition of the Koren Talmud Bavli in honor 
of the generous support of Leo and Sue Noé of London. 


The name Noé is synonymous with philanthropy. The family’s charitable endeavors 
span a vast range of educational projects, welfare institutions, and outreach orga- 
nizations across the globe, with a particular emphasis on the “nurturing of each 
individual.” Among so many other charitable activities, the Noés have been deeply 
involved with Kisharon, which provides the British Jewish community with vital sup- 
port for hundreds of people with learning difficulties and their families; they provide 
steadfast support of SEED, which stands at the forefront of adult Jewish education in 
the UK, and Kemach, an organization in Israel that “helps Haredi students sustain 
themselves in dignity,” providing both professional and vocational training for the 
Haredi community in Israel. 


The Noés are not simply donors to institutions. They are partners. Donors think ofa 
sum. Partners think of a cause, becoming rigorously and keenly involved, and giving 
of their time and energy. We are honored that they have chosen to partner with our 
two organizations, the Steinsaltz Center and Koren Publishers Jerusalem, enabling 
us to further and deepen learning among all Jews. 


Leo and Sue are the proud parents and grandparents of five children and their 
families. The next generation has been taught by example that with life’s gifts come 
the responsibilities to be active within and contribute to society — both Jewish and 
non-Jewish — as is consistent with the noblest of Jewish values. 


Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
Matthew Miller, Publisher 
Jerusalem 5773 
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Introduction by the Editor-in-Chief 


The vastly expanded audience of Talmud study in our generation is a phenomenon 
of historical proportions. The reasons for this phenomenon are many, and include 
the availability of a wide array of translations, commentaries, and study aids. 


One outstanding example of such a work is the translation of the Talmud into mod- 
ern Hebrew by Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz. The product ofa lifetime of intense 
intellectual labor, this translation stands out in its uniqueness. 


But what can the interested student do if he or she does not comprehend the Hebrew, 
even in its modern form? Where is the English speaker who wishes to access this 
instructive material to turn? 


The Koren Talmud Barli that you hold in your hand is designed to be the answer to 
those questions. 


This work is the joint effort of Rabbi Steinsaltz himself, his closest advisory staff, and 
Koren Publishers Jerusalem. It is my privilege to have been designated editor-in-chief 
of this important project, and to have worked in close collaboration with a team of 
translators and proofreaders, artists and graphic designers, scholars and editors. 


Together we are presenting to the English-speaking world a translation that has all 
the merits of the original Hebrew work by Rabbi Steinsaltz, and provides assistance 
for the beginner of any age who seeks to obtain the necessary skills to become an 
adept talmudist. 


This is the third volume of the project, tractate Shabbat, part 11. It includes the en- 
tire original text, in the traditional configuration and pagination of the famed Vilna 
edition of the Talmud. This enables the student to follow the core text with the 
commentaries of Rashi, Tosafot, and the customary marginalia. It also provides a 
clear English translation in contemporary idiom, faithfully based upon the modern 
Hebrew edition. 


At least equal to the linguistic virtues of this edition are the qualities of its graphic 

design. Rather than intimidate students by confronting them with a page-size block 
of text, we have divided the page into smaller thematic units. Thus, readers can focus 

their attention and absorb each discrete discussion before proceeding to the next 

unit. The design of each page allows for sufficient white space to ease the visual task 
of reading. The illustrations, one of the most innovative features of the Hebrew edi- 
tion, have been substantially enhanced and reproduced in color. 


The end result is a literary and artistic masterpiece. This has been achieved through 
the dedicated work of a large team of translators, headed by Rabbi Joshua Schreier, 
and through the unparalleled creative efforts of Raphaél Freeman and his gifted staff. 


The group of individuals who surround Rabbi Steinsaltz and support his work 
deserve our thanks as well. I have come to appreciate their energy, initiative, and 
persistence. And I thank the indefatigable Rabbi Menachem Even-Israel, whom I 


INTRODUCTION BY THE EDITOR-IN-CHIEF, RABBI DR. TZVI HERSH WEINREB : 
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cannot praise highly enough. The quality of his guidance and good counsel is sur- 
passed only by his commitment to the dissemination and perpetuation of his father’s 
precious teachings. 
Finally, in humility, awe, and great respect, I acknowledge Rabbi Adin Even-Israel 
Steinsaltz. I thank him for the inspirational opportunity he has granted me to work 
with one of the outstanding sages of our time. 

Rabbi Tzvi Hersh Weinreb 

Jerusalem 5772 
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Preface by the Executive Editor 


In both tractate Berakhot and in the first volume of tractate Shabbat, parallel disputes 
on the subject of educational philosophy are presented. In Berakhot (28a), Rabban 
Gamliel’s exacting admission standards are defined: Any student whose inside is 
not like his outside, i.e., his thoughts and feelings are different from his conduct and 
character traits, will not enter the study hall. This approach is contrasted with the 
open approach of Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya. When Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya replaced 
Rabban Gamliel as the head of the yeshiva, the Gemara relates: They dismissed the 
guard at the door and permission was granted to the students to enter. As a result, 
Abba Yosef ben Dostai and the Rabbis disputed this matter. One said: Four hundred 
benches were added to the study hall. And one said: Seven hundred benches were 
added to the study hall. 


In Shabbat (31a), the Gemara contrasts the approach of Shammai with the approach 
of Hillel. On more than one occasion, Shammai pushed away potential converts who 
raised problematic requests with the builder’s cubit in his hand. Hillel, through his 
forbearance, was able to see the person behind the problematic request and guide 
him into the world of Judaism. Three such converts gathered together and stated: 
Shammai’s impatience sought to drive us from the world; Hillel’s patience brought 
us under the wings of the Divine Presence. 


The Koren Talmud Bavli seeks to follow in the paths of Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya 
and Hillel. Its user-friendly layout, together with its accessible translation, takes the 
Steinsaltz commentary on the Talmud one step further. It opens the doors to even 
more students who might have previously felt excluded from the exciting give and 
take of the study hall, enabling them to take their place as full-fledged participants 
in the world of Talmud study. 


My involvement in the production of the Koren Talmud Bavli has been both a privi- 
lege and a pleasure. The Steinsaltz Center, headed by Rabbi Menachem Even-Israel 
and devoted to the dissemination of the wide-ranging, monumental works of Rabbi 
Adin Even-lIsrael Steinsaltz, constitutes the Steinsaltz side of this partnership; Koren 
Publishers Jerusalem, headed by Matthew Miller, with the day-to-day management 
in the able hands of Raphaél Freeman, constitutes the publishing side of this part- 
nership. The combination of the inspiration, which is the hallmark of the Steinsaltz 
Center, with the creativity and professionalism for which Koren is renowned and 
which I experience on a daily basis, has lent the Koren Talmud Bavli its outstanding 
quality in terms of both content and form. 


I would like to express my appreciation for Rabbi Dr. Tzvi Hersh Weinreb, the editor- 
in-chief, whose insight and guidance have been invaluable. The contribution of my 
friend and colleague, Rabbi Dr. Shalom Z. Berger, the senior content editor, cannot 
be overstated; his title does not begin to convey the excellent direction he has pro- 
vided in all aspects of this project. The erudite and articulate men and women who 
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serve as translators, editors and proofreaders have ensured that this project adheres 
to the highest standards. 


There are several others whose contributions to this project cannot be overlooked. 
On the Steinsaltz side: Meir HaNegbi, Yacov Elbert, Tsipora Ifrah, and Oria Tubul. 
On the Koren side, my colleagues at Koren: Rabbi David Fuchs, Rabbi Hanan 
Benayahu, Efrat Gross, Rachel Hanstater Meghnagi, Eliyahu Misgav, Rabbi Yinon 
Chen, and Rabbi Carmiel Cohen. Their assistance in all matters, large and small, is 
appreciated. 


At the risk of being repetitious, I would like to thank Rabbi Dr. Berger for introduc- 
ing me to the world of Steinsaltz. Finally, I would like to thank Rabbi Menachem 
Even-Israel, with whom it continues to be a pleasure to move forward in this great 
enterprise. 


Rabbi Joshua Schreier 
Jerusalem 5772 
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Introduction by the Publisher 


The Talmud has sustained and inspired Jews for thousands of years. Throughout Jewish history, 
an elite cadre of scholars has absorbed its learning and passed it on to succeeding generations. 
The Talmud has been the fundamental text of our people. 


Beginning in the 1960s, Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz xvw created a revolution in the 
history of Talmud study. His translation of the Talmud, first into modern Hebrew and then 
into other languages, as well the practical learning aids he added to the text, have enabled 
millions of people around the world to access and master the complexity and context of the 


world of Talmud. 


It is thus a privilege to present the Koren Talmud Bavli, an English translation of the talmudic 
text with the brilliant elucidation of Rabbi Steinsaltz. The depth and breadth of his knowledge 
are unique in our time. His rootedness in the tradition and his reach into the world beyond 
it are inspirational. 


Working with Rabbi Steinsaltz on this remarkable project has been not only an honor, but a 
great pleasure. Never shy to express an opinion, with wisdom and humor, Rabbi Steinsaltz 
sparkles in conversation, demonstrating his knowledge (both sacred and worldly), sharing his 
wide-ranging interests, and, above all, radiating his passion. I am grateful for the unique op- 
portunity to work closely with him, and I wish him many more years of writing and teaching. 


Our intentions in publishing this new edition of the Talmud are threefold. First, we seek to 
fully clarify the talmudic page to the reader — textually, intellectually, and graphically. Second, 
we seek to utilize today’s most sophisticated technologies, both in print and electronic formats, 
to provide the reader with a comprehensive set of study tools. And third, we seek to help read- 
ers advance in their process of Talmud study. 


To achieve these goals, the Koren Talmud Bavli is unique in a number of ways: 


e The classic tzurat hadaf of Vilna, used by scholars since the 1800s, has been reset for great 
clarity, and opens from the Hebrew “front” of the book. Full nikkud has been added to 
both the talmudic text and Rashi’s commentary, allowing for a more fluent reading with 
the correct pronunciation; the commentaries of Tosafot have been punctuated. Upon the 
advice of many English-speaking teachers of Talmud, we have separated these core pages 
from the translation, thereby enabling the advanced student to approach the text without 
the distraction of the translation. This also reduces the number of volumes in the set. At 
the bottom of each daf, there is a reference to the corresponding English pages. In addition, 
the Vilna edition was read against other manuscripts and older print editions, so that texts 
which had been removed by non-Jewish censors have been restored to their rightful place. 


The English translation, which starts on the English “front” of the book, reproduces the 
menukad Talmud text alongside the English translation (in bold) and commentary and ex- 
planation (in a lighter font). The Hebrew and Aramaic text is presented in logical paragraphs. 
This allows for a fluent reading of the text for the non-Hebrew or non-Aramaic reader. It 
also allows for the Hebrew reader to refer easily to the text alongside. Where the original 
text features dialogue or poetry, the English text is laid out in a manner appropriate to the 


genre. Each page refers to the relevant daf. 
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e Critical contextual tools surround the text and translation: personality notes, 
providing short biographies of the Sages; language notes, explaining foreign 
terms borrowed from Greek, Latin, Persian, or Arabic; and background notes, 
giving information essential to the understanding of the text, including history, 
geography, botany, archaeology, zoology, astronomy, and aspects of daily life in 
the talmudic era. 


e Halakhic summaries provide references to the authoritative legal decisions made 
over the centuries by the rabbis. They explain the reasons behind each halakhic 
decision as well as the ruling’s close connection to the Talmud and its various 
interpreters. 


e Photographs, drawings, and other illustrations have been added throughout the 
text — in full color in the Standard and Electronic editions, and in black and white 
in the Daf Yomi edition — to visually elucidate the text. 


This is not an exhaustive list of features of this edition, it merely presents an overview 
for the English-speaking reader who may not be familiar with the “total approach’ to 
Talmud pioneered by Rabbi Steinsaltz. 


Several professionals have helped bring this vast collaborative project to fruition. My 
many colleagues are noted on the Acknowledgments page, and the leadership of this 
project has been exceptional. 


RABBI MENACHEM EVEN-ISRAEL, DIRECTOR OF THE STEINSALTZ CENTER, 
was the driving force behind this enterprise. With enthusiasm and energy, he formed 
the happy alliance with Koren and established close relationships among all involved 
in the work. 


RABBI DR. TZVI HERSH WEINREB XW, EDITOR-IN-CHIEF, brought to this 
project his profound knowledge of Torah, intellectual literacy of Talmud, and erudi- 
tion of Western literature. It is to him that the text owes its very high standard, both 
in form and content, and the logical manner in which the beauty of the Talmud is 
presented. 


RABBI JOSHUA SCHREIER, EXECUTIVE EDITOR, assembled an outstanding group 
of scholars, translators, editors, and proofreaders, whose standards and discipline 
enabled this project to proceed in a timely and highly professional manner. 


RABBI MEIR HANEGBI, EDITOR OF THE HEBREW EDITION OF THE STEINSALTZ 
TALMUD, lent his invaluable assistance throughout the work process, supervising the 
reproduction of the Vilna pages. 


RAPHAEL FREEMAN, EXECUTIVE EDITOR OF KOREN, created this Talmud’s 
unique typographic design which, true to the Koren approach, is both elegant and 
user friendly. 


It has been an enriching experience for all of us at Koren Publishers Jerusalem to 
work with the Steinsaltz Center to develop and produce the Koren Talmud Bavli. We 
pray that this publication will be a source of great learning and, ultimately, greater 
avodat Hashem for all Jews. 


Matthew Miller, Publisher 
Koren Publishers Jerusalem 
Jerusalem 5772 
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Introduction to Shabbat 


And God blessed the seventh day and hallowed it because on it He rested 
from all His work that God in creating had made. 


(Genesis 2:3) 


Six days shall you labor and do all your work. But the seventh day is 
Shabbat unto the Lord your God; you shall not do any manner of work, 
you, nor your son, nor your daughter, nor your manservant, nor your 
maidservant, nor your cattle, nor your stranger who is within your gates. 
For in six days the Lord made heaven and earth, the sea, and all that is 
in them, and rested on the seventh day; therefore the Lord blessed the 
Shabbat day and hallowed it. 


(Exodus 20:9-11) 


Therefore, you shall keep the Shabbat, for it is holy unto you; every one 
that profanes it shall surely be put to death, for whoever does any work 
on it, that soul shall be cut off from among his people. 

(Exodus 31:14) 


Tf you turn away your foot because of the Shabbat, from pursuing your 
business on My holy day, and call the Shabbat a delight, the holy of the 
Lord honorable; and shall honor it, not doing your wonted ways, nor 
pursuing your business, nor speaking thereof. Then shall you delight 
yourself in the Lord, and I will make you to ride upon the high places 
of the earth, and I will feed you with the heritage of Jacob your father; 
for the mouth of the Lord has spoken it. 

(Isaiah 58:13-14) 
Thus said the Lord: Take heed for the sake of your souls, and bear no 
burden on the Shabbat day, nor bring it into the gates of Jerusalem. 

(Jeremiah 17:21) 
And if the peoples of the land bring ware or any food on the Shabbat day 
to sell, we would not buy from them on the Shabbat or on a holy day. 


(Nehemiah 10:32) 


Tractate Shabbat is the first and the largest tractate in the order of Moed. It deals with 
the halakhot of the most sacred day of all,’ Shabbat. 


Numerous halakhot, veritable mountains of halakhot,” are found among the mitzvot 
of Shabbat, both positive mitzvot and prohibitions. Included in these are mitzvot 
of biblical origin, those established by the Prophets, and many rabbinic decrees and 
ordinances. Shabbat has even been adorned with the aura of legend; it is a day of rest 
and sanctity, God’s gift to a treasured nation. 


There are numerous facets to Shabbat in halakha and aggada. However, one aspect 
is fundamental and central: Abstention from creative labor. The only way to achieve 
a proper grasp of Shabbat and its halakhot, ranging from Torah statutes to rabbinic 
ordinances and decrees issued throughout the generations, is by means of gaining 


an understanding of this fundamental principle. 
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The mitzva to abstain from labor and the prohibition to perform labor on Shabbat 
are both closely tied to the biblical depiction of the creation of the world and God’s 
own abstention from work on the seventh day. The Shabbat of the Jewish people is, 
in a sense, an extension and emulation of the Shabbat of the Holy One, Blessed be 
He, from which our Shabbat draws its spiritual foundations. On the seventh day, God 
abstained “from all His work that God in creating had made.” In the Torah, the Jewish 
people were explicitly commanded to abstain from engaging in the construction of 
the Tabernacle on Shabbat. 


There are two equally fundamental aspects to these activities that are essential to the 
comprehension of the concept of labor prohibited on Shabbat: They are both cre- 
ative acts of tangible labor and work done with prior intent. These two fundamental 
principles are captured in the following halakhic terminology: Planned, thoughtful, 
creative labor was prohibited by the Torah,* and: For all destructive acts, one is ex- 
empt.* The exceptions to the latter principle are those actions that are destructive in 
the short term, but in the long term are actually preparations for constructive acts 
that will follow. 


Labor on Shabbat is defined in this manner because of the aforementioned compari- 
son between our Shabbat and God’s Shabbat at the end of the creation of the universe. 
The degree of physical exertion expended to perform a particular action is not taken 
into consideration, nor does it matter whether or not the action produces results or 
brings profit to the worker, or whether it serves as the means of one’s livelihood. It is 
for this reason that even activities in which the amount of energy expended is mini- 
mal and which serve only for enjoyment, e.g., writing or kindling a fire, are prohibited 
by the Torah and constitute labor, i.e., creating a tangible result with prior intent. 


Most of the halakhot of Shabbat, which are comprised of thirty-nine primary cat- 
egories of prohibited labor and their subcategories, are the elaboration and detailed 
enumeration of these major principles in the definition of the various types of 
creative labor and the establishment of their parameters and limits. The ordinances 
and safeguards instituted by the Sages of blessed memory merely strengthen and 
reinforce the proper observance of the Shabbat in practical terms. They determine 
how to refrain from prohibited labor and from any action that could potentially lead 
to performance of a prohibited labor. 


Among the thirty-nine primary categories of labor enumerated with regard to Shab- 
bat, there is only one that is anomalous, and its explication occupies a most significant 
place in the tractate of Shabbat: Carrying out an object from one domain to another. 
According to Torah law, it is prohibited to carry any object on Shabbat from the 
domain in which it is located to another domain. There is no element of physical 
exertion or toil involved in this labor, as one is liable even for carrying out minuscule 
objects. On the other hand, carrying out cannot be included in the category of truly 
creative labors either. In truth, this labor is in a category of its own, a distinct Torah 
law that underscores the nature of rest on Shabbat. 


The term shabbaton means cessation of the creative activities that characterize the six 
active days of the week. Shabbaton also means silence, rest, cessation of the motility 
and hustle-bustle of the weekdays, cessation of the connection between the private 
domain of the individual and the public domain, and the transformation of the public 
domain into an environment of quiescence and tranquility. So that the tranquility of 
Shabbat will be complete, the parameters of these realms are delineated in a manner 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


unique to Shabbat, unlike the definition of public and private domains in other areas 
of halakha, i.e., property law and the halakhot of ritual impurity. It is both prohibited 
to carry objects from one domain to another and to carry objects within the confines 
of the public domain. 


The subcategories and complex details of the prohibited labor of carrying out on 
Shabbat, along with the ordinances and decrees issued by the Sages to foster its obser- 
vance, constitute a significant portion of the halakhot contained in tractate Shabbat. 


Although the essence of Shabbat lies in the observance of its restfulness, which is 
manifested in the prohibitions against creative labor and carrying out from one do- 
main to another, there are also positive commandments involved in the observance 
of Shabbat, beyond the mitzva to sacrifice additional offerings in the Temple. These 
positive commandments are alluded to in the verse: “Remember the day of Shabbat 
to keep it holy.’> The practical fulfillment of this mitzva is multifaceted. It begins 
with the essential commandment of kiddush, sanctification of Shabbat over a cup of 
wine, along with the special liturgy and customs unique to Shabbat; and it extends 
to the reference to each weekday in terms of its relative distance from Shabbat. This 
mitzva also includes the ordinance of taking delight in Shabbat, consistent with the 
words of the prophet Isaiah. This is accomplished by the enjoyment that is added 
to the Shabbat meal, the kindling of the Shabbat lights, and all means of celebration 
that do not conflict with the basic tenets of Shabbat observance. 


According to the oral tradition transmitted through the generations, an entire frame- 
work of ordinances and safeguards, categorized under the rubric of shevut, was 
instituted in the days of the earliest Prophets to ensure proper Shabbat observance. 
Included in this framework is the decree against engaging in commerce on Shab- 
bat, already mentioned in the Bible. The institution of additional Shabbat domains 
originated long ago, along with the designation of additional areas in which the 
movement and transfer of objects is prohibited. The details of these ordinances are 
specified in the tractate Eruvin. 


Among the activities that fall into the category of shevut are both those prohibited 
due to their similarity to the prohibited acts of creative labor and those prohibited 
due to the concern that they might lead to the performance of a prohibited labor. 
The halakhot of set-aside [ muktze], which prohibit the use of materials or utensils 
typically utilized in the performance of creative labor, fall into the category of shevut 
as well. The Sages also prohibited typical weekday activities, as it is inappropriate 
to engage in them on this sacred day. Therefore, tractate Shabbat is distinctive in its 
terminology. It distinguishes between liability and exemption by Torah law, between 
actions for whose performance one is exempt by Torah law but whose performance 
is prohibited by the Prophets and Sages, and actions that are expressly permitted. 


The halakhot of Shabbat in general, their fundamental principles and their details, 
and the elucidation of those halakhot that deviate from those principles, e.g., matters 
of life and death or circumcision on Shabbat, are all explained in the twenty-four 
chapters of tractate Shabbat. These twenty-four chapters are not arranged systemati- 
cally by subject matter, but rather are ordered based on association between similar 
matters and the chronology of the activities performed on Shabbat eve leading up 
to Shabbat and those performed on Shabbat. 


Chapter One, excluding its opening section, is mostly occupied with those matters 


with which a person must concern himself before Shabbat begins. The opening 
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section deals with carrying in and between the various Shabbat domains. There is 
also an extensive treatment of eighteen decrees issued by Beit Shammai and Beit 
Hillel with regard to matters of ritual impurity. 


Chapter Two discusses the kindling of the Shabbat lights and other preparations that 
must be performed just before Shabbat begins. 


Chapter Three deals with food items that may be left upon the fire as Shabbat begins 
and with the prohibited labor of cooking in general. That discussion concludes in 
the next chapter. 


Chapter Four is concerned with the laws of insulating hot liquids and foods on 


Shabbat. 


Chapter Five lists the harnesses and other gear that may or may not be left upon a 
domesticated animal, due to the concern that the animal may carry it out on Shabbat. 


Chapter Six continues that discussion by enumerating articles of clothing, acces- 
sories, and other items that people customarily carry upon their persons and the 
manner in which one may wear them on Shabbat. 


Chapter Seven includes the basis for the entire tractate. In it, the legal force of the 
various Shabbat prohibitions is explained, along with the list of the prohibited labors. 


Chapter Eight and subsequent chapters provide details about carrying out on Shab- 
bat, including discussions of the measures that determine liability for carrying out 
various substances and materials. 


Chapter Nine continues that discussion to a certain extent. However, most of the 
chapter is devoted to topics related conceptually, albeit not directly, to the rest of 
tractate Shabbat. 


Chapter Ten concludes the treatment of measures that determine liability for car- 
rying out. 

Chapter Eleven includes an exposition of the general principles of carrying out and 
two closely related activities, throwing and extending. 


Chapter Twelve elucidates the prohibited labors of building, plowing, and writing. 


Chapter Thirteen deals with the prohibited labors of weaving and sewing, as well as 
the other prohibited labors involved in the production of garments. In it, the pro- 
hibited labor of hunting is also discussed. 


Chapter Fourteen concludes the discussion of the creative labor of hunting and 
discusses additional actions prohibited by rabbinic decree. 


Chapter Fifteen discusses the prohibited labors of tying and untying knots, as well 
as similar actions that are permitted. 


Chapter Sixteen provides an explanation of what is permitted and what is prohibited 
to do in the case of a fire on Shabbat: Which objects may be carried out and which 
may be moved, and who can be enlisted to assist in these rescue activities? This 
discussion reaches general conclusions. 


Chapter Seventeen contains the primary analysis of the various categories of set- 
aside [muktze] objects. 


Chapter Eighteen deals with an issue that emerges from the analysis of the principle 


of set-aside. It elucidates actions that superficially resemble prohibited labors but 
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are nonetheless permitted due to necessity engendered by the arrival of guests, the 
suffering of living creatures, or considerations of human health. 


Chapter Nineteen presents a comprehensive discussion of one specific example of 
a prohibited labor permitted on Shabbat, circumcision. In the process, it discusses 
all of the halakhot of circumcision. 


Chapter Twenty addresses prohibitions due to deference to Shabbat or due to rab- 
binic decree, as well as actions that resemble prohibited labor but are permitted 
because they are essential or significant. In this chapter, certain actions similar to 
the prohibited labor of building are discussed, along with some prohibitions against 
moving certain objects. 


Chapter Twenty-one deals mainly with objects which may be moved on Shabbat. 


Chapter Twenty-two discusses actions that are not explicitly delineated as prohibited 
labor; some are subcategories of primary categories of prohibited labor, and some 
are permitted on Shabbat. 


Chapter Twenty-three clarifies halakhot associated with the prohibition against con- 
ducting commercial transactions on Shabbat and defines their parameters. 


Chapter Twenty-four deals with the principles governing the requirement to prevent 
one’s animals from engaging in prohibited labor, along with several diverse halakhot 
related to actions that the Sages permitted on Shabbat. 


NOTES 
1. See tractate Shabbat 113a. 


N 


. See tractate Hagiga 10a. 
. Tractate Beitza 13b. 
. Tractate Shabbat 105b. 


. Exodus 20:8. 
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This chapter is comprised mostly of halakhot that are not directly related to the laws 
of Shabbat. They are placed together because of their conceptual similarities and 
common structure. The halakhot are all presented as answers to the fundamental 
question: How do we know... ? In response to this question, proof texts from a variety 
of biblical sources are advanced. In this way, these halakhot are linked to the final 
mishna of the previous chapter, which shares a similar format. 


This mode of presentation involves sequentially arranging halakhot based on super- 
ficial, structural parallels rather than by a common theme or topic. This method of 
organization results in halakhot that are not at all related in terms of subject matter 
being strung together into a single series because of their verbal structure. 


The decision to arrange the text in this way is attributable to the fact that, for many 
centuries, the Oral Torah was transmitted from mouth to mouth, from master to 
disciple. Even after the redaction of the Mishna, Torah scholars continued to study 
it by heart. It was therefore necessary to provide mnemonic devices and other help- 
ful tools to facilitate the memorization of the study material, and these methods are 
frequently integrated into the text of the Mishna and the Talmud. 


In addition to the organization of material based on structure and form, the asmakhta 
is another technique that served as an aid to memorization. Asmakhta means the 
attribution of a halakha from the Oral Law to verses in the Written Law, despite of 
the fact that in many instances those verses are not, in fact, the basis of that halakha. 
In addition to being an aid to memorization, this use of texts had another purpose, 
namely, to reinforce the bond and relationship between the Written Torah and the 
Oral Torah, so that they not become separate entities. 


Indeed, the major commentaries often disagree as to whether the Sages viewed these 
biblical verses as proof texts, rigorous proofs, or merely suggestive hints. Certainly, 
the verses taken from the Prophets and Writings should be understood as mere sug- 
gestive hints and are no more than aids to memory. 


Introduction to 
Perek IX 
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MI S H N Rabbi Akiva said: From where is 

it derived that idolatry, e.g., a 
statue of a deity, transmits impurity" imparted by car- 
rying" even when the person who carries it does not come 
into contact with it, just as a menstruating woman does? 
As it is stated: “And you will defile the silver overlays of 
your statues, and the golden plating of your idols, you will 
cast them away as you would a menstruating woman 
[dava], you will tell it, get out” (Isaiah 30:22). Just as a 
menstruating woman transmits impurity imparted by 
carrying, so too, idolatry transmits impurity imparted 


by carrying. 
G E M A Since the halakhot of idolatry and 
the impurity it causes are beyond 
the scope of tractate Shabbat, the fundamentals of this 
halakha are cited from tractate Avoda Zara. We learned in 
a mishna there: One whose house was adjacent to a 
house of idolatry," sharing a common wall, and the divid- 
ing wall fell, it is prohibited to rebuild it as he would 
thereby have built a wall for idol worship. What should 
one do? He moves four cubits into his own land and 
builds the wall there. 


If the wall stood upon ground that belonged to him and 
to the house of idolatry," the area is calculated as half and 
half as far as moving into his property before rebuilding 
the wall, and one may build the wall four cubits from the 
middle of the wall. Its stones and its wood and its dust 
from the house of idolatry transmit impurity like creep- 
ing animals, and by rabbinic decree, one who touches 
them becomes impure like one who touches a creeping 
animal, as it is stated: “And you shall not bring an abomi- 
nation into your house and become banned like it, you 
shall utterly detest it [shaketz teshaketzenu] and you 
shall utterly abhor it, for it is a banned object” (Deuter- 
onomy 7:26). Shaketz is a term used with regard to creep- 
ing animals. Rabbi Akiva says: Idolatry transmits impu- 
rity like amenstruating woman, as it is stated: “You will 
cast them away as you would a menstruating woman 
[dava]” (Isaiah 30:22). Just as a menstruating woman 
transmits impurity imparted by carrying, as one who 
moves a menstruating woman without touching her be- 
comes impure, so too, idolatry transmits impurity im- 
parted by carrying. Rabba said in explanation of that 
which the verse said: “You will cast them away”: Make 
them foreign to you like a stranger. The end of the same 
verse: “You will tell it, get out”™ means that under no 
circumstances can you say to it, come in. 


You will tell it get out - b xn xy: There are several 
ways to interpret the double language used here of get 
out and under no circumstances say to it come in. One 
interpretation is that first, idolatry worshipped by a Jew 
must be banished; and second, there is no way to rid it 
of its idolatrous status (Rav Yehuda Bakhrakh). An alterna- 


NOTES 


tive interpretation, from the Jerusalem Talmud, suggests 
that idolatry does not transmit impurity through its limbs 
because one can only say get out to something that is 
completely inside. Another explanation interprets the term 
get out [tze] in the sense of excrement [tzoa]. Idolatry 
should be detested and abhorred. 


NOTES 


From where is it derived that idolatry transmits impurity — 323 
TRAVIV TN mjay: The Torah does not state explicitly that idolatry 
transmits impurity. However, the Sages issued a decree of impurity 
with regard to idolatry to underscore the fact that it is abhorrent and 
an abomination. The Sages drew support for their decree from verses 
where idolatry is described in derogatory terms with allusions to 
impurity. 


Impurity imparted by carrying and through contact - xna MM 
yaa: Impurity in the Torah typically refers to impurity imparted 
through contact, i.e., when a person or object comes into direct con- 
tact with a source of ritual impurity. If there is an object interposing 
between the person and the source of impurity, the interposing object 
is susceptible to become impure but, as a rule, does not transmit the 
impurity to the person. However, there are some sources of ritual 
impurity, such as an animal carcass, a zav and a menstruating woman, 
where the impurity is transmitted by carrying the source of impurity 
even if there is no direct contact. 


HALAKHA 


One whose house was adjacent to a house of idolatry - ima mrw "7 
gai aad ‘wap: When a house situated next to a temple of idolatry 
collapses, it is prohibited to rebuild it. If a person wants to rebuild the 
house, he must move it at least four cubits into his property. He should 
fill the empty space with thorns or rubbish to prevent the house of 
idolatry from assuming control of that area. That is the conclusion 
reached in tractate Avoda Zara (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Avoda 
Zara 8:5; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 143:1). 


HALAKHA 
That belonged to him and to the house of idolatry - bun by ma 
myg May: A Jew may derive benefit from his half of the wall shared 
with a house of idolatry, but he may not derive benefit from the half 
that belongs to idolatry (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Avoda Zara 
8:5; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 14311). 
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NOTES 

Very heavy stone — x/aba yas: According to the com- 
mentaries, the source of this term is from the verse: “And 
a stone [even] was brought, and laid [vesumat] upon the 
mouth of the den” (Daniel 6:18).There are different opin- 
ions as to the exact nature of this method of transmitting 
impurity. According to Rashi’s explanation, the stone itself 
does not weigh on the vessels beneath it. However, there 
is still a dispute involving whether impurity is transmitted 
only if the stone touches at least one vessel, or whether 
it is transmitted even if there is no contact at all (Meiri). 
According to all opinions, the impurity is transmitted 
only when the impure individual is sitting on the stone. 
Although the legal status of the stone is unlike that of a 
seat upon which a zav sits, and it cannot become ritually 
impure, impurity is transmitted from the person sitting 
atop the stone to the vessels beneath it. 


Idolatry and an animal carcass — man ay amia: The 
discussion of this matter in the Jerusalem Talmud is from 
a different perspective. With regard to idolatry, it is written: 
“You shall utterly abhor it [taev teta'avenu]” That language 
draws a parallel between idolatry and both creeping ani- 
mals and animal carcasses, each of which is referred to 
as an abomination [toeva]. That conclusion may also be 
found in the Babylonian Talmud in the statement: Yes, it 
is indeed so. 


A menstruating woman does not transmit impurity 
through limbs — pax AY Ma: Rashi explains that 
limbs severed from a menstruating woman do not impart 
impurity. Rambam writes that a menstruating woman 
who inserts her finger into the space of an earthenware 
vessel does not render the vessel impure, even though 
an earthenware vessel typically becomes impure when a 
primary source of impurity enters its airspace. This is be- 
cause a menstruating woman does not transmit impurity 
through her limbs. The same is true with regard to idolatry, 
which only transmits impurity when it is completely in- 
serted into a utensil. The opinion in the Jerusalem Talmud 
seems to concur with this ruling. 


To its accessories — moa: Idolatry refers to any object 
worshipped as a deity. The accessories of idolatry are ves- 
sels and other objects that facilitate worship but are not 
themselves objects of worship. 


HALAKHA 


A menstruating woman does not transmit impurity 
through limbs — pax AVY TT: If a zav or a menstruat- 
ing woman inserted a limb into the airspace of an earth- 
enware vessel, it does not become impure because a zav 
or a menstruating woman does not transmit impurity 
through their limbs. All the more so, a severed limb of 
a menstruating woman does not transmit impurity, as 
per the interpretation of the Rambam (Kesef Mishne; see 
Ra’avad; Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav 
UMoshav 8:4). 


Idolatry does not transmit impurity through limbs — 
max? AY TU TTİIY: A fragment severed from idolatry 
does not transmit impurity because idolatry only trans- 
mits impurity when whole. This halakha is in accordance 
with the lenient opinion of the Rabbis, because idolatry 
is impure by rabbinic law (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Shear Avot HaTumot 6:3). 
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And to the essence of the dispute, Rabba said: With regard to 

impurity imparted by carrying, everyone agrees that idol worship 

transmits impurity, as it is juxtaposed to a menstruating woman 
in the verse. Where they argue, it is with regard to the halakha of 
a very heavy stone." There is a special law with regard to the ritual 

impurity ofa zav and a menstruating woman. If they sit on an object, 
even if it is an object that cannot become ritually impure, and be- 
neath that object is a vessel, even though the weight of the zav and 

the menstruating woman has no effect on the vessel, it becomes 

ritually impure. Rabbi Akiva holds that the impurity of idolatry is 

like the impurity of a menstruating woman in all respects; just as 

a menstruating woman transmits impurity via a very heavy stone, 
so too, idolatry transmits impurity via a very heavy stone. And 

the Rabbis hold that in this regard, the impurity of idolatry is like 

the impurity of a creeping animal; just as a creeping animal does 

not transmit impurity via a very heavy stone, so too, idolatry does 

not transmit impurity via a very heavy stone. 


The Gemara asks: And according to Rabbi Akiva, who holds that 
the impurity of idolatry is similar to that of a menstruating woman 

in all respects, for what halakha was it juxtaposed to a creeping 

animal? The Gemara explains: In his opinion, it was not stated in 

reference to idolatry itself, but rather to its accessories, objects used 

for the purposes of idolatry. The Gemara asks further: And accord- 
ing to the Rabbis, for what halakha was it juxtaposed to a men- 
struating woman? To teach that it transmits impurity through 

carrying. And instead of juxtaposing idolatry to both a menstruat- 
ing woman and to creeping animals, let the Torah juxtapose it to 

an animal carcass," which transmits impurity through carrying and 

does not transmit impurity via a very heavy stone, since according 
to the Rabbis the law is the same for idolatry. The Gemara answers: 
Yes, it is indeed so. In that sense, juxtaposition to an animal carcass 

would suffice. However, the juxtaposition to a menstruating wom- 
an teaches: Just as a menstruating woman does not transmit im- 
purity through limbs," as if the limb of a menstruating woman is 

supported by a vessel, the vessel does not become ritually impure 

(Ra/avad), so too, idolatry does not transmit impurity through 

limbs," as a severed part of an idol does not transmit impurity. The 

Gemara is puzzled by this: But that which Rav Hama bar Guria 

raised as a dilemma: Does idolatry have the capacity to transmit 
impurity through limbs or does it not have the capacity to transmit 
impurity through limbs? Resolve the dilemma from this, as ac- 
cording to the opinion of the Rabbis, it does not transmit impu- 
rity through limbs. And the Gemara replies: Although that is so, 
Rav Hama bar Guria raised the dilemma in accordance with the 

opinion of Rabbi Akiva and the dilemma is unresolved. 


And in another approach to this dispute, Rabbi Elazar said: With 
regard to a very heavy stone, everyone agrees that idolatry does 
not transmit impurity in that manner. Where they disagree is with 
regard to impurity imparted by carrying. Rabbi Akiva holds that 
the legal status of idolatry is like that of a menstruating woman: 
Just as a menstruating woman transmits impurity through car- 
rying, so too, idolatry transmits impurity through carrying. And 
the Rabbis hold that the legal status of idolatry is like that of a 
creeping animal: Just as a creeping animal does not transmit 
impurity through carrying, so too, idolatry does not transmit 
impurity through carrying. The Gemara asks: And according to 
Rabbi Akiva’s opinion, with regard to what halakha was idolatry 
juxtaposed to a creeping animal? The Gemara answers: With re- 
gard to the halakha that its accessories" do not transmit impurity 
through carrying. The Gemara asks: And according to the Rabbis, 
with regard to what halakha was idolatry juxtaposed to a menstru- 
ating woman? The Gemara answers: Just as a menstruating wom- 
an does not transmit impurity through her limbs, so too, idolatry 
does not transmit impurity through its limbs. 
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And according to the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, with regard to what ha- 
lakha was idolatry juxtaposed to a menstruating woman? If it was to 
teach the halakha of impurity imparted by carrying, let it be juxta- 
posed to an animal carcass and not to a menstruating woman and 
creeping animals. The Gemara answers: Yes, it is indeed so. However, 
the juxtaposition to a menstruating woman teaches: Just as a menstru- 
ating woman does not transmit impurity through her limbs, as a 
menstruating woman who leans on an object by a single limb does not 
transmit impurity imparted by carrying (Ra‘avad), so too, an idol does 
not transmit impurity through its limbs, and a section of an idol does 
not transmit impurity. The Gemara asks: But that which Rav Hama 
bar Guria raised as a dilemma: Does idolatry have the capacity to 
transmit impurity through limbs or does it not have the capacity to 
transmit impurity through its limbs; resolve the dilemma from this, 
as according to both the Rabbis and Rabbi Akiva, it does not transmit 
impurity through limbs. According to this explanation, Rabbi Akiva 
agrees with the Rabbis. The Gemara rejects this: Rav Hama bar Guria 
taught in accordance with the explanation of Rabba and raised the 
dilemma in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva. 


The Gemara now clarifies the explanations of Rabba and Rabbi Elazar 
in light of other sources. The Gemara raises an objection from that 

which was taught in a baraita: The ritual impurity of idolatry is like that 

of a creeping animal, and the ritual impurity of its accessories" is like 

that of a creeping animal. Rabbi Akiva says: The ritual impurity of 
idolatry is like that of a menstruating woman, and the ritual impurity 
ofits accessories is like that of a creeping animal. Granted, according 
to the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, it works out well. However, according 
to the opinion of Rabba, it is difficult. The dispute between Rabbi 

Akiva and the Rabbis in this baraita is whether idolatry is likened to a 

creeping animal and does not transmit impurity imparted by carrying 

or whether it is likened to a menstruating woman and it does transmit 
impurity imparted by carrying. According to Rabba, the Rabbis agree 

that it does transmit impurity imparted by carrying. Rabba could have 

said to you: Is the proof from this baraita stronger than the mishna" 

in tractate Avoda Zara, which taught: Its wood and stones and dirt 
transmit impurity like a creeping animal? With regard to that mishna 

we established: What is the meaning of like a creeping animal? It 
means that it is like a creeping animal in the sense that it does not 
transmit impurity by means ofa very heavy stone. Here too, the anal- 
ogy to a creeping animal in the baraita is in the sense that it does not 
transmit impurity via a very heavy stone. 


The Gemara raises an objection from what we learned: A gentile man 

anda gentile woman, with regard to whom the Rabbis issued a decree 

that they transmit impurity like a zav, idolatry and its accessories, all 

transmit impurity. They transmit impurity, and not their movement, 
i.e., they do not transmit impurity to one who moves them. Rabbi 

Akiva says: Both they and their movement transmit impurity. Grant- 
ed, according to the explanation of Rabbi Elazar, this works out well; 

however, according to the explanation of Rabba, it is difficult. Rabba 

could have said to you: And according to your reasoning, with regard 

to a gentile man and a gentile woman as well, do they transmit impu- 
rity and their movement does not transmit impurity? Wasn’t it taught 

in a baraita with regard to the verse: “Speak to the children of Israel 

and say to them, when any man has an emission from his body, his 

emission is impure” (Leviticus 15:2), by Torah law, only the children of 
Israel become impure through the emission ofa zav, and gentiles do 

not become impure through the emission of a zav?" But the Sages 

decreed that they should be considered like a zav for all their halakhic 

matters. Since gentiles have the legal status of a zav, they should trans- 
mit impurity through carrying. Therefore, the baraita that states that 
gentiles do not transmit impurity through carrying is corrupted and 

must be emended. 


HALAKHA 


And its accessories — pawn: Accessories of 
idolatry transmit impurity through contact and by 
means of entering the airspace of an earthenware 
vessel. The same is true of a creeping animal. This 
is in accordance with the more lenient approach 
of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She’ar 
Avot HaTumot 6:5). 


NOTES 

Stronger than the mishna - Xana xD oN: The 
language used in the mishna is usually more con- 
cise and clearer than the language of the baraitot. 
Therefore, when a phrase that appears in a mishna 
is interpreted metaphorically, the baraita may be 
interpreted that way as well. In our case, the one 
who raised the objection based it on the analogy 
to creeping animals mentioned in the halakha of 
the accessories of idolatry, since everyone agrees 
that accessories do not transmit impurity through 
carrying (Ramban). 


The impurity of the emission of a zav in men - 
09333 73 NxM: By Torah law, ritual impurity ex- 
ists only in Jews. The decree issued by the Sages to 
accord gentiles the impurity of a zav was designed to 
distance Jews from gentiles, as the Sages said: So that 
a Jewish child will not grow accustomed to engage 
in sodomy with a gentile child. Once the Sages ac- 
corded gentiles that impurity, all the Torah standards 
of that status were strictly applied. 
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NOTES 

The zav on one pan of a scale — D382 923 tT: 
The medieval commentaries wondered about this 
citation from the mishna. According to the Tosefta, 
he mishna states that both in the case where the zav 
ipped the scales and in the case where the food or 
drink tipped the scales, the food and drink become 
impure. Based on that interpretation, the statement 
hat they remain ritually pure does not mean that the 
ood and drink are ritually pure, it means that their 
impurity is on a lower level (Rashi; and see Josafot 
and the Ramban). Rashi maintains that when the 
ood and drink tip the scales, they are actually pure; 
hat is because they do not fall into the category of 
an object upon which a zav sat or lay, nor are they 
being carried by a zav. Apparently, the Gemara does 
not enter into an extensive analysis of the matter 
because it is peripheral to the discussion. The Gemara 
seeks to prove that tipping the scale is tantamount to 
moving the impurity, and even an inanimate object 
can accomplish that. 


HALAKHA 
The zav on one pan of a scale — DK12 923 247: In 
a case where a zav was on one pan of a scale and a 
vessel designated for sitting or lying was on the other 
pan, if the zav tips the scale, the vessel becomes 
impure as though it were touched by the zav. If the 
vessel tips the scale, it becomes a primary source of 
ritual impurity, like any vessel designated for sitting 
and lying upon which a zav sits or lies (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 8:6). 


Perek IX 
Daf 83 Amud b 


HALAKHA 


All impure items that move other objects — bs 
Diva Nixaw7: The only primary sources of ritual 
impurity that transmit impurity by moving an object 
without touching it are a zav, a zava, and a menstru- 
ating woman (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei 
Mishkav UMoshav 8:1-2). 
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Rather, Rabba explains and adds to the baraita in accordance with 
his reasoning: A gentile man and a gentile woman transmit im- 
purity, they and their movement and their very heavy stone. And 
idolatry transmits impurity, it and its movement but not its very 
heavy stone. Rabbi Akiva says: Idolatry transmits impurity, it and 
its movement and its very heavy stone. And Rabbi Elazar ex- 
plains and adds to the baraita in accordance with his reasoning as 
follows: A gentile man and a gentile woman transmit impurity, 
they and their movement and their very heavy stone. Idolatry 
transmits impurity, it and not its movement. And Rabbi Akiva 
says: Idolatry transmits impurity, it and its movement. 


Rav Ashi strongly objects to this explanation: According to this 

explanation, what is the meaning of the word they in the context of 
this baraita? It would have been sufficient to say that their move- 
ment transmits impurity. The fact that the gentiles themselves are 

ritually impure is obvious. Apparently, the word they is emphasized 

in order to teach an additional halakha. Rather, Rav Ashi said, this 

is what the baraita is saying: With regard to a gentile man and a 

gentile woman, whether they moved others or others moved 

them, the others are ritually impure. The impurity of a gentile is 

like that of a zav, which is unique in that anything that a zav moves 

becomes impure even if he did not touch it directly. Idolatry that 

moved others, the others remain ritually pure; however, others 

who moved it are ritually impure. With regard to its accessories, 
whether they moved others or others moved them, the others 

remain ritually pure. Rabbi Akiva says: A gentile man and a gen- 
tile woman and idolatry, whether they moved others or others 

moved them, the others are ritually impure. Its accessories, 
whether they moved others or others moved them, the others 

remain ritually pure. According to this explanation, both the word 

they and the word movement, both of which appear in the baraita, 
are significant. 


Rav Ashi’s explanation explains the baraita, but the Gemara ques- 
tions the matter itself. With regard to idolatry, granted, a case 
where others moved it can be easily found. However, a case where 
the idolatry moved others, under what circumstances can it be 
found? How can an idol move another object? Rami, son of Rav 
Yeiva, said, a case like that is possible, as we learned in a mishna: 
In a case where the zav sat on one pan of a balance scale," and 
food and drinks were on the second pan, if the zav tipped the 
scales, the food and drinks on the other pan are ritually impure 
because the zav moved them. 


Even an inanimate object can move a source of impurity in that way. 
And if the food and drink tipped the scales, they remain ritually 
pure. The Gemara asks: In accordance with whose opinion is that 
which was taught in a baraita: All impure items that move other 
objects" remain pure, meaning that an object does not become 
impure if moved bya source of impurity, except for movement by 
a zav, which has no counterpart in the whole Torah in its en- 
tirety? Let us say that this is not in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Akiva, as if it were in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Akiva, there is also the case of idolatry. In his opinion, idol- 
atry also transmits impurity to an object by moving it. The Gemara 
answers: Even if you say that the baraita is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Akiva, teach: Zav and everything similar to it. 
According to Rabbi Akiva, just as a menstruating woman falls into 
that category, so too does an idol. 
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BATT 


The dilemma that was cited incidental to an earlier discussion is ex- 
amined here in depth. Rav Hama bar Guria raised a dilemma: Does 
idolatry have the capacity to transmit impurity through limbs or 
does it not have the capacity to transmit impurity through limbs?™ 
The Gemara narrows the parameters of the dilemma. In a situation 
where a common unskilled person can restore it to its original form, 
do not raise the dilemma, as in that case it is certainly considered 
to be attached and is not considered broken. The case where you 
could raise the dilemma is where a common unskilled person can- 
not restore it to its original form. What is the ruling in that case? The 
two sides of the dilemma are: Do we say that since a common un- 
skilled person cannot restore it, it is considered broken? Or per- 
haps we say that it is not lacking anything? Idolatry can only be 
nullified by breaking it in a case where, as a result, it is incomplete. 
And some raise this dilemma in another direction based on a differ- 
ent assumption: In a situation where a common unskilled person 
cannot restore it to its original form, do not raise the dilemma, as 
in that case it is certainly considered to be broken. When you could 
raise the dilemma is in a situation where a common unskilled person 
can restore it to its original form. What is the ruling in that case? The 
two sides of the dilemma are: Do we say that since a common un- 
skilled person can restore it, it is considered attached? Or perhaps 
we say that at present, it is in pieces and permitted? No resolution 
was found for either version of this dilemma. Therefore, let it stand 
unresolved. 


Rav Ahadvoi bar Ami raised a dilemma: What is the halakha with 

regard to idolatry that is less than an olive-bulk?" Rav Yosef strong- 
ly objected to this: With regard to what use was this dilemma raised? 

If you say it was raised with regard to the matter of the prohibition 

of idolatry, let it only be like Zevuv, the Baal of Ekron, which was 

the size and form of a fly, as it was taught in a baraita with regard to 

the verse: “And they made Baal Berit" into their god” (Judges 8:33). 
The Sages said that this is referring to Zevuv, the Baal of Ekron. It 

teaches that each and every person made an image of his god and 

placed it in his pocket. When he remembered it, he removed it 

from his pocket and embraced and kissed it. Apparently, even idol- 
atry the size ofa fly falls under the rubric of the prohibition of idolatry. 
Rather, the dilemma is: What is the halakha with regard to the mat- 
ter of impurity? The two sides of the dilemma are as follows: Since 

an idol is juxtaposed to a creeping animal, just as a creeping animal 

transmits impurity when it is a lentil-bulk, so too, idolatry transmits 

impurity when it is a lentil-bulk. Or perhaps idolatry is juxtaposed 

to a corpse, and just as a corpse transmits impurity only when it is 

at least an olive-bulk, so too, idolatry transmits impurity only when 

it is at least an olive-bulk. 


Rav Avya said, and some say it was Rabba bar Ulla who said: Come 
and hear a resolution to this dilemma from that which was taught in 
a baraita: Idolatry that is less than an olive-bulk has no impurity at 
all, as it is stated: “And he brought out the ashera from the house of 
the Lord, outside Jerusalem, to the brook of Kidron, and burned it at 
the brook of Kidron, and stamped it into powder, and cast its powder 
upon the graves of the common people” (11 Kings 23:6). Just as a 
corpse transmits impurity when it is an olive-bulk, so too, idolatry 
transmits impurity when it is an olive-bulk. 


HALAKHA 


Idol that is dismantled — npyian AN Tiav: If an idol was disas- 
sembled into its component parts, with each part remaining 
intact, it does not transmit impurity. This remains correct even 
if the idol could be reassembled by a common person, in accor- 
dance with the variant reading cited in the Gemara. The ruling is 
lenient even though the dilemma remains unresolved, because 
the impurity in question is rabbinic in nature. Some commentaries 
explain that the entire dilemma arises only according to the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Akiva as interpreted by Rabba. Since that approach 


was rejected, the ruling is lenient (Rabbeinu Hananel; Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 6:4). 


Idolatry that is less than an olive-bulk — naa amna AN TTia: 
Idolatry that is less than an olive-bulk does not transmit impurity 
even if itis whole, because the Sages did not rule more stringently 
with regard to the impurity of idolatry than they did with regard 
to impurity imparted by a corpse (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Shear Avot HaTumot 6:2). 


NOTES 
Does idolatry transmit impurity through limbs or 
does it not transmit impurity through limbs - 77a 
Pratsh Aye i paag AW! TH Idolatry that one broke, 
or that broke on its own, no longer has the legal status 
of idolatry. It is no longer prohibited to derive benefit 
from its shards, and it is not ritually impure. Rav Hama's 
dilemma is whether or not idolatry that was disas- 
sembled has the legal status of idolatry that was broken. 


Baal Berit - m3 bya: Baal Zevuv seems to be the 
source for the halakha that even a minuscule idol is 
prohibited. In the Jerusalem Talmud, apparently, there 
was a tradition with regard to the size and shape of 
Baal Berit, independent of the tradition of Baal Zevuv. 
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HALAKHA 
The impurity of idolatry is by rabbinic law — nx 
IPIT TH TTY: The impurity of idolatry is by rab- 
binic law, and therefore several rulings in that regard 
are lenient (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She‘ar Avot 
HaTumot 6:1). 


From where is it derived that the ship is ritually 
pure — mym ww TYDY pan: Any ship, whether 
made from earthenware or from wood, big or small, 
is pure by Torah edict (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Kelim 18:9). 


14 PEREK IX: 83B: 39910 pD 


-Y WWP VPP KIDY KA jan 
AYN - ui KYNI KAVN 3 
mesa KAV t-n, pas) 
AWPX xno wb oo XIX 
mew mia - yw Kam 
TOPX NIDA j2% ninot - ud 
mNaw bates haub- nigh Kam 
ip) MOT PAV AW agia 
on Wop xbapd — Kyam 

Pepax) 


- miny enw maap pan ANA 
roy 373 rane TY gY 


N INT OP Sa Fae NEMO TIA 
AK — Tite DY TA oD 7 pow KP 
Wie TM WA ATM TIID 
bn buban pw ma pen mah 
apy 82 bobs DIAS- 12M 
N79 T79 APN TPED "PIN? 

IPN 


TPID MYA KDY ATVI KD 
373 mag VST ND DY OY 
WANTIKA ETD DaN- 
MCT PY APPINI) PI- PWD 
- i KPN- IPN bn aeons 
aby ax - on bw myaD bax xh 

Firipi sbn nbybon APN 


The Gemara now asks a general question: And according to the Rabbis, 
with regard to what halakha was idolatry juxtaposed to a creeping 
animal? The juxtaposition establishes that like a creeping animal, it 
does not transmit impurity through carrying. The juxtaposition to a 
menstruating woman establishes that like a menstruating woman, it 
has the capacity to transmit impurity through limbs. The juxtaposition 
to a corpse establishes that it does not transmit impurity when it is a 
lentil-bulk. The Gemara suggests: Let us say that all of these juxtaposi- 
tions come to teach a stringency. With regard to what halakha did the 
Torah juxtapose idolatry to a creeping animal? It is to establish that it 
transmits impurity when it is a lentil-bulk. The juxtaposition of idol- 
atry to a menstruating woman is to establish that it transmits impu- 
rity via a very heavy stone; and the Torah juxtaposed it to a corpse 
to establish that it transmits impurity imparted by a tent, all of which 
are stringencies that exist with regard to those types of impurity. The 
Gemara answers: The impurity of idolatry is by rabbinic law." And 
whenever there are two possibilities with regard to a rabbinic decree, a 
leniency and a stringency, we juxtapose to establish the lenient pos- 
sibility, and we do not juxtapose to establish the stringent possibility. 


MI S HN A This is another mishna that digresses from the 


central topic of this tractate. It, too, is based on 
an allusion from the Bible. From where is it derived that the ship is 
ritually pure," in the sense that it cannot become impure? As it is 
stated: “The way of a ship in the midst of the sea” (Proverbs 30:19)." 


G E M A RA The allusion in the mishna requires clarification. 


The verse appears to state the obvious. Of 
course a ship is in the midst of the sea. Rather, this verse teaches us 
an allusion that the legal status of a boat is like that of the sea. Just as 
the sea is ritually pure and cannot become impure, so too, a boat is 
ritually pure and cannot become impure. It was taught in a baraita that 
Hananya says:" This halakha is derived from the halakha of a sack, as 
the impurity of wooden vessels is likened to the impurity of a sack. Just 
as a sack, which can become ritually impure, is carried both full and 
empty, so too, any object that is carried both full and empty can be- 
come ritually impure. This is to exclude a ship, which is not carried on 
land full and empty, as due to its weight it cannot be carried full. 


The Gemara asks: What is the practical difference between the two 
reasons? The halakhic ruling according to both is that a ship cannot 
become impure. The Gemara explains: There is a difference between 
them with regard to a ship made from earthenware or from any mate- 
rial other than wood. According to the one who said that it is derived 
from the verse: “A ship in the midst of the sea,” this boat is also in the 
midst of the sea. However, according to the one who said that it is 
derived from the halakha of a sack, this halakha applies only to those 
materials that are written in the same verse together with sack and are 
likened to it. If it is carried both full and empty, yes, it can become 
impure; and if it cannot be carried both full and empty, no, it cannot 
become impure. However, an earthenware ship can become impure 
even though it is not carried both full and empty. 


NOTES 


The way of a ship in the midst of the sea - 0! aba TIX TIT: The 


verse states: “There are three things which are too wondrous for me, 


yea, four which | know not: The way of an eagle in the air, the way 


of a serpent upon a rock, the way of a ship in the midst of the sea, 


and the way of a man with a young woman’ (Proverbs 30:18-19). If 
the verse is understood at face value, what is so wondrous about 


the way of a ship? Therefore, according to some commentaries, 


the Gemara derives a new halakha from this verse. Even if a ship 
is made of materials susceptible to ritual impurity, it remains pure, 
if it is in the midst of the sea. Other commentaries suggest that 
all of the wonders cited in this verse should be understood along 
the same lines. A snake causes death, but unlike other creeping 
animals, it does not transmit impurity when it dies. An eagle is 
a non-kosher bird but its legal status is like that of a kosher bird, 


which does not transmit impurity when eaten. The way of a man 
with a young woman means that a seminal emission is only impure 
after it has been discharged by the woman, as explained later in 
this chapter (Meiri). 


The opinions of Hananya and the Rabbis - nya3nm man Now: 
The dispute between Hananya and the Rabbis is based on the ques- 
tion of whether a vessel that can be carried full by a team of oxen, 
but not by a person, satisfies the requirement of being carried full 
and empty. Is such an object susceptible to impurity? According to 
the Rabbis, an object can only become impure if it can be carried by 
a person when it is full. Therefore, a Jordan ship is not susceptible 
to impurity. Hananya, on the other hand, holds that since the ship 
can be carried full by oxen, it can become impure (Penei Yehoshua). 
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Alternatively, there is a difference between them regarding 
a Jordan ship,’ which is a small boat used on the Jordan 
River. According to the one who said that it is derived from 
the verse: “A ship in the midst ofthe sea,” this is also a ship 
in the midst of the sea. A river is pure like the sea and the 
boat will remain pure. According to the one who said that 
it is derived from the halakha of a sack, and in order to be- 
come impure it must be carried full and empty, this is also 
carried both full and empty, and can become ritually im- 
pure. As Rabbi Hanina ben Akavya said: For what reason 
did they say that a Jordan ship can become impure? Be- 
cause they load it on dry land and carry it on land and then 
lower it into the water. It is carried on land when full. Rav 
Yehuda said that Rav said: One should never prevent him- 
self from attending the study hall for even one moment, 
as this mishna which states that a Jordan ship can become 
ritually impure was taught for several years in the study 
hall, but its reason was not revealed until Rabbi Hanina 
ben Akavya came and explained it. 


Following Rav’s statement, the Gemara cites that which 
Rabbi Yonatan said: One should never prevent himself 
from attending the study hall or from engaging in matters 
of Torah, even at the moment of death, as it is stated: “This 
is the Torah: A person who diesin a tent” (Numbers 19:14). 
That is an allusion to the fact that even at the moment of 
death, one should engage in the study of Torah. Reish La- 
kish said: Matters of Torah only endure" in a person who 
kills himself over the Torah, one who is ready to devote all 
his efforts to it, as it is stated: “This is the Torah: A person 
who dies in a tent,” meaning that the Torah is only attained 
by one who kills himselfin its tent. Rava said: 


And according to Hananya, who holds that a boat carried 
both full and empty can become ritually impure, is carrying 
by oxen considered carrying? He answered his own ques- 
tion. Yes, as we learned in a mishna: In terms of the halakhot 
of ritual purity and impurity, there are three distinct types 
of wagons:™ A wagon built like a chair, meaning closed on 
the sides, can become ritually impure with impurity im- 
parted by treading. Since it is designated for sitting, it be- 
comes impure if a zav sits on it, even ifhe does not touch it. 
A wagon built like a bed can become ritually impure with 
impurity imparted by a corpse. It contracts all types of 
impurity, except for impurity imparted by the treading of a 
zav. A wagon made of stone, whose bottom is netting, re- 
mains ritually pure and does not become impure from any 
type of impurity. And Rabbi Yohanan said: And if in the 
stone wagon there is a receptacle for pomegranates, i.e., 
the holes are not large enough for a pomegranate to fall 
through, it is considered a utensil and it can become impure 
with impurity imparted by a corpse. Even though a stone 
wagon is not carried full, but is pulled by oxen, it can become 
ritually impure. Apparently, carrying by oxen is considered 


carrying. 


HALAKHA 


There are three types of wagons - {7 nibay wow: A impurity imparted through contact with a corpse. A 
wagon in the shape of a throne-like chair is suscep- wagon made of stone cannot become ritually impure 
tible to impurity imparted by treading. A wagon in the at all, as stated in the mishna (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
shape of a bed can become impure by means of the — Hilkhot Kelim 27:3). 


Wagon built like a chair 


BACKGROUND 


-= [Tw nya: A detail of the mosaic map of Madaba, 
Jordan, which contains depictions of boats sailing on the Jordan 


HALAKHA 


Matters of Torah only endure - pa» pma WN 731: Matters of Torah 
do not endure in one whose learning is pampered and comfortable. 
They only endure in one who afflicts himself, exerts himself beyond 
his comfort level, and deprives himself of sleep in the study of Torah 
(Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Talmud Torah 3:12; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De‘a 246:21). 


BACKGROUND 


Wagon built like a bed, from Pompeii 
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HALAKHA 


There are three types of chests - ja ni2 wow: 
A chest that opens from its side can become im- 
pure through impurity imparted by treading. One 
that opens from the top can become impure by 
means of impurity imparted by a corpse. A chest 
that comes in a very large size cannot become 
ritually impure at all (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Kelim 27:1). 


With regard to impurity imparted by treading, 
an earthenware vessel is ritually pure — D172 
qiu Din 13: An earthenware vessel that is not a 
receptacle cannot become ritually impure even 
with impurity imparted by the treading of a zav 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 1:8, 18:1). 


BACKGROUND 


And an earthenware ship - Din bw TVDA: It is 
difficult to imagine that there were boats actu- 
ally made from earthenware. Even though it is 
waterproof, earthenware is an extremely fragile 
material, and using a boat made of that material 
would be dangerous. Some commentaries hold 
that the Gemara is referring to small boats that 
were used as models when constructing ships, or 
for fortune-telling. These model boats were also 
set afloat. Conceivably, the Gemara is referring 
to boats made of braided plant fibers that were 
coated internally with clay and mortar, which ac- 
corded the boat earthenware status. 
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By association, the Gemara now cites the second part of the mishna: With 
regard to laws of impurity, there are three types of chests:" A chest that 
opens from the side, on which one can sit or lie, because it can be used for 
sitting, it can become ritually impure with impurity imparted by treading 
if a zav sits on it. Even if one needs to open the chest, a person can keep 
sitting on it. A chest that opens from the top does not become ritually 
impure with impurity imparted by treading because it cannot be opened 
with somebody on it. However, it can become impure with impurity im- 
parted by a corpse. And a chest that comes in a very large size," and can 
hold more than forty sea, remains ritually pure and does not become im- 
pure from any type of impurity. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: With regard to impurity imparted by treading, 
an earthenware vessel is ritually pure." If a zav sits on an earthenware 

vessel and does not touch the inside of it, it does not become impure. 
Rabbi Yosei says: That is even the status of a ship. The Gemara asks: What 
is the baraita saying? Rav Zevid said that the baraita is saying the follow- 
ing: According to the first tanna, with regard to impurity imparted by 
treading, an earthenware vessel is ritually pure; however, if the zav 

touches the vessel it becomes impure. And an earthenware ship® can be- 
come impure with impurity imparted by the treading of a zav, in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Hananya. Rabbi Yosei says: Even a boat is 

ritually pure, in accordance with the opinion of the tanna of our mishna. 
Rav Pappa strongly objects to this explanation: Ifso, what is the meaning 

of the word even" employed by Rabbi Yosei, indicating that he is adding to 

the opinion of the first tanna of the baraita? According to the above expla- 
nation, the first tanna says that a boat can become ritually impure and 

Rabbi Yosei says that it is pure. Rabbi Yosei is not adding to the previous 

opinion but disagreeing with it. Rather, Rav Pappa said that the baraita is 

saying the following: With regard to impurity imparted by treading, an 

earthenware vessel is ritually pure, and with regard to its contact with a 

source of ritual impurity, it is impure. And as far as a wooden vessel is 

concerned, with regard to both its impurity imparted by treading and its 

contact with a source of ritual impurity, it is impure. And a Jordan ship is 

ritually pure in accordance with the opinion of the tanna of our mishna. 
Rabbi Yosei says: Even the boat is impure like other wooden vessels, in 

accordance with the opinion of Hananya. 


The Gemara questions what was stated: And from where do we derive that 

with regard to impurity imparted by treading, an earthenware vessel is 

ritually pure? Hizkiya said: It is as the verse states: “And whoever touch- 
es his bed shall wash his clothes, and bathe himself in water, and be impure 

until the evening” (Leviticus 15:5). The verse juxtaposes his bed to himself. 
Just as he has the possibility of purification" through immersion in a ritu- 
al bath, so too, his bed is referring to a vessel that has the possibility of 
purification in a ritual bath. Since an impure earthenware vessel cannot 

be purified in a ritual bath, unlike other vessels, it does not become ritually 

impure when a zav lies on it. 


Similarly, the school of Rabbi Yishmael taught that the verse states: “Every 
bed on which she lies all the days of her zava emission shall be for her like 
the bed of her menstrual period” (Leviticus 15:26). The verse juxtaposes 
her bed to herself: Just as she has the possibility of purification in a ritu- 
al bath, so too, her bed is referring to a vessel that has the possibility of 
purification in a ritual bath. This is to the exclusion of an earthenware 
vessel," which does not have the possibility of purification in a ritual bath. 
Rabbi Ila strongly objects to this from what we learned: From where is it 
derived that a reed mat becomes ritually impure from contact with a 
corpse? 


A chest that comes in a very large size - 1712 AKAM: All of 
the commentaries agree that a chest that comes in a very large 
size is one that holds more than forty sea of liquid. However, it 
is not clear what is meant by the expression of comes in a very 
large size. Some say it refers to a chest that is so large that it is 
no longer considered a vessel. Others suggest that it refers to 
a vessel used to measure large quantities (Rabbeinu Hananel). 


What is the meaning of the word even — 4X *x22: All of the 
explanations here unnecessarily emend the details of the ba- 
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NOTES 
raita. Indeed, careful examination reveals that the additions are 
merely stylistic changes that do not alter the baraita’s original 
structure. However, there is one clear principle that is applied in 
interpreting a text. A sentence beginning with the word even 
must be a continuation of that which preceded it. An interpreta- 
tion is rejected if does not satisfy that requirement. 


Has the possibility of purification — mgY mb Dv: The lan- 


guage here is imprecise, since a zav is not purified by immersion 
in a ritual bath, but in the water of a running spring. Apparently, 


the Gemara means that just as a zav is purified from any other 
ritual impurity by immersion in a ritual bath, so too, the vessels 
rendered impure by a zav must have some possibility of purifi- 
cation by immersion in a ritual bath (Ramban). 


To the exclusion of an earthenware vessel - DN bp pions: 
Some commentaries explain that earthenware utensils are not 
subject to impurity imparted by treading because they are 
not vessels suited for sitting or lying. The juxtaposition is not 
the actual source for this halakha, it is a mere support (Rashi). 
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And it is derived through an a fortiori inference: We know 
that small vessels do not become ritually impure through the 
impurity of a zav because they are not designated for sitting, 
and are too small for the zav to insert his finger into their 
airspace. If small earthenware pitchers’ remain pure and are 
not susceptible to the impurity of a zav, but they do become 
ritually impure from contact with a corpse; is it not logical 
that a reed mat," which contracts impurity from a zav, will 
become ritually impure from contact with a corpse? And 
why should the reed mat become impure? Isn’t it true that it 
does not have the possibility of purification in a ritual bath? 
Rabbi Hanina said to him: There, in the case of the mat, itis 
different because there is purification in other vessels of its 
kind, i.e., other wooden vessels that are made from materials 
that grow from the earth can be purified in a ritual bath. 


Rabbi Ila said to Rabbi Hanina: May the all-Merciful save us 
from this opinion. Rabbi Hanina responded: On the con- 
trary, may the all-Merciful save us from your opinion. And 
what is the reason that this is relevant? What is the signifi- 
cance of the fact that other vessels of its kind can be purified 
in a ritual bath if the vessel itself cannot be purified in a ritual 
bath? It is because two verses are written. In one verse it is 
written: “And whoever touches his bed shall wash his clothes, 


and bathe himself in water, and be impure until the evening” 


(Leviticus 15:5). The verse juxtaposes his bed to himself. Just 
as he has the possibility of purification through immersion in 
a ritual bath, so too, his bed has the possibility of purification 
in a ritual bath. This teaches that his bed has the same legal 
status as he does; in order for a bed on which a zar lies to be 
subject to the impurity imparted by lying, it must be immers- 
ible in a ritual bath. And in another verse it is written: “Every 
bed on which the zav lies shall be impure; and every vessel 
on which he sits shall be impure” (Leviticus 15:4). This verse 
includes all beds on which a zav might lie, even one that can- 
not be purified in a ritual bath. How can these two verses be 
reconciled? If there is purification in other vessels of its kind," 
even though it itself does not have purification in a ritual 
bath, it is subject to the impurity imparted by lying. However, 
if there is no purification in other vessels of its kind, the verse 
juxtaposes his bed to himself. Any vessel that is not like him 
in the sense that it cannot be purified in a ritual bath, is not 
subject to impurity imparted by lying. 


HALAKHA 


Impurity of a reed mat — ya ngaw: By Torah law, a mat 
made of rope, reeds, papyrus, or similar materials becomes 
impure through impurity imparted by the treading of a 
zav. However, it is only by rabbinic law that a reed mat 


There is purification in other vessels of its kind - w? 
i33: This rationale aroused the intense opposition of: 
May the all-Merciful save us from this opinion. The same 
rationale appears with slight variation in other areas 


NOTES 


can become impure from contact with a corpse, because 
the a fortiori inference is not accepted as absolute proof 
that there is impurity by Torah law in this case (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 23:1). 


of halakha. From a logical standpoint, this represents 
a shift from a comparison of the individual vessels to a 
comparison of the categories to which the individual 
vessels belong. 


BACKGROUND 
Small pitchers — Dp p23: A pitcher is a small, typically earthen- 
ware vessel, used as a receptacle for liquids. The pitcher's opening 
is narrow, making it impossible to insert one's finger. 


Small pitcher from the Second Temple era 
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————_ HALAKHA ———— 


From where is it derived that a garden 
bed, etc. - 15) many) pan: Itis permitted to 
plant up to five species of vegetables in a 
garden bed that is six by six handbreadths 
as long as one plants each species along 
the various sides of the bed with one row 
in the middle, and there is a distance of 
a handbreadth and a half between the 
species (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot 
Kilayim 4:9). 
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Rava said: The fact that with regard to impurity imparted by treading, an 
earthenware vessel is ritually pure is derived from here, as it is stated: “And 
any open vessel that does not have a sealed cover on it becomes impure” 
(Numbers 19:15). By inference, if there is a sealed cover on it, it is pure. Are 
we not dealing even with a case where one designated the vessel for use by 
his wife, when she has the status of a menstruating woman? And even so, the 
Torah states that it is ritually pure? Apparently, an earthenware vessel with a 


sealed cover is not subject to impurity from any source. 
MI S H N The Gemara continues to discuss an additional halakha 
based on a biblical allusion. From where is it derived 
that in a garden bed™" that is six by six handbreadths, that one may plant five 
different types of seeds in it? He may do so without violating the prohibition 
of sowing a mixture of diverse kinds of seeds in the following manner. One sows 
four types of plants on each of the four sides of the garden bed and one in 
the middle. There is an allusion to this in the text, as it is stated: “For as the 
earth brings forth its growth, and as a garden causes its seeds to grow, so will 


IPY 
77 "the Lord God cause justice and praise to spring forth before all the nations” 
(Isaiah 61:11). Its seed, in the singular, is not stated; rather, its seeds, written 
in the plural. Apparently, it is possible that several seeds may be planted in a 

small garden. 


G E M A RA The Gemara questions this allusion: From where is it 
inferred that the verse refers to five types of seeds? Rav 


Yehuda said that it is derived as follows: “ 
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For as the earth brings forth its 


growth” indicates five types of seeds because “brings forth” represents one 
and “its vegetation” represents one, and that totals two. “Its seeds,” written in 
the plural, represents at least two, and that totals four. “Cause to grow” is one 
more. This verse includes terms connoting planting and seeds in a single garden 
bed that total five species of seeds. 


The discussion with regard to a garden bed - many nab: 
The discussion here is not particularly clear. As a result, there 
are many divergent opinions among the commentaries. The 
fundamental problem is that with no diagrams accompa- 
nying the Mishna or Gemara, it is difficult to understand 
precisely what each is describing and to cite proof from 
the Talmud for or against any of the proposed explanations. 

There is also a dispute in terms of the content of this 
passage. On one extreme is the opinion that at least three 
handbreadths must separate the different species of plants. 
This opinion is cited by Rashi and Rabbeinu Tam in Sefer 
HaYashar. 

At the other extreme is the opinion that the various spe- 
cies do not need to be distanced from one another. The 
fundamental requirement is to prevent seeds from inter- 
mingling and each species must be easily discernible from 
the others. 

An intermediate approach holds that a handbreadth and 
a half distance must separate the plants on each side (Rashi 
and Tosafot). Others say that it is necessary to maintain 
that distance only on certain sides. According to Rabbeinu 
Shimshon of Saens, one must plant the species so that each 
row of plants is at least a handbreadth and one-tenth from 
the edge of the garden bed, ensuring that there will be a 
distance of a handbreadth and a half between each set of 
plants on all sides. Some geonim explain that a distance of 
one handbreadth between the various species is sufficient. 
Others explain that there is no need to keep a distance 
between them and it is sufficient to plant the seeds on dif- 
ferent sides and in different patterns (see Melekhet Shlomo 
and Tiferet Yisrael). 


Garden bed discussed in the mishna according to the approaches of Rabbeinu Opinion of the Rosh 


Hananel and Meiri 


Opinion of the geonim 


Opinion of the Rambam Opinion of Tiferet Yisrael 
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And the Sages have an accepted tradition that five seeds in a six- 
handbreadth space do not draw sustenance from one another. 


The Gemara asks: And from where do we derive that when the Sages 

have an accepted tradition it is a substantial matter, meaning that the 

tradition is reliable? Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba said that Rabbi Yohanan 
said: What is the meaning of that which is written: “You shall not 
cross your neighbor’s border, which they of the old times have set in 
your inheritance that you shall inherit” (Deuteronomy 19:14)? It means 

that you shall not cross the border that the early generations set," 

establishing the parameters necessary for each plant. The Gemara asks: 
What is the meaning of the phrase: The early generations set? Rabbi 
Shmuel bar Nahmani said that Rabbi Yonatan said: What is the mean- 
ing of that which was written: “These are the sons of Seir the Horite 

who inhabit the land, Lotan and Shoval and Zibeon and Ana” (Gen- 
esis 36:20)? And is everyone else inhabitants of the heavens, that it 
was necessary for the verse to emphasize that these inhabit the land? 
Rather, it means that they were experts in the settlement of the land, 
as they would say: This tract of land that is the full length of a rod is fit 

for olive trees; this full length of a rod is fit for grapes, this full length 

ofa rod is fit for figs. And the members of this tribe were called Horites 

[hori] since they smelled [herihu] the earth’ to determine what is fit 
to be grown there. The allusion is based on a transposition of the letters 

het and reish. And in explanation of why the early inhabitants of Seir 
were called Hivites [hivi] (see Genesis 36:2), Rav Pappa said: Because 

they would taste the earth like a snake [hivya] and determine what 
should be grown there according to the taste. Rav Aha bar Yaakov said 

that they were called Horites [hori] because they became free [benei 

horin] of their possessions when the children of Esau drove them from 

their lands. Their primary name was actually Hivites." 


With regard to the halakha itself, Rav Asi said: The garden bed in the 
mishna whose area is six by six handbreadths is one whose internal area 
is six by six handbreadths excluding the area of its boundaries, which 
must be added to the total area. That was also taught in a baraita: The 
internal area of a garden bed is six by six handbreadths. The Gemara 
asks: How much is the size of its boundaries?" The Gemara answers, 
as we learned in a mishna that Rabbi Yehuda says: The width of the 
border is like the width of a foot. And Rabbi Zeira said, and some 
say it was Rabbi Hanina bar Pappa who said: What is the reason for 
the statement of Rabbi Yehuda? As it is written: “And you water it 
with your foot like a garden of herbs” (Deuteronomy 11:10), meaning 
that just as one’s foot is a handbreadth wide, so too, the boundary 


between garden beds where one walks to water plants is also a hand- 
breadth wide. 


NOTES 


The border that the early generations set - D21Wx7 daw Sama: 
The Sages explain that since the Torah attested to the fact that early 
nations were experts in settlement of the land, it is conceivable that 
they knew the nature of the different types of land in great detail, 
even within a single garden bed. 


Horites and Hivites — "nm int: Some commentaries write that 
the Sages interpreted the name Horites homiletically here, because 
the use of the definite article is unusual before a name. The Torah 
does so here without any previous mention of this nation. Therefore, 
apparently, it is not a personal name, but a nickname (Maharsha). 
Alternatively, perhaps the Gemara turned to homiletic interpreta- 
tion because this nation was called both Horites and Hivites and 
certainly, one of these terms was a nickname. 


A garden bed. ..How much is the size of its boundaries — ...73 
maa pha: Some commentaries suggest that the purpose of 
determining the size of a garden bed’s boundaries was to deter- 
mine how much space must be left between the garden beds, 
to avoid prohibited mixtures of diverse kinds of seeds (Meiri). In 
the mishna in tractate Kilayim, there is a suggestion that one 
could plant on the boundary itself, necessitating the determina- 
tion of its size. As for the halakha, some authorities rule that the 
boundary of a garden bed must be one handbreadth wide (Jo- 


safot) with an additional two handbreadths between garden beds. 
Others state that a single handbreadth between garden beds is 
sufficient (Meiri). 


BACKGROUND 

They smelled the earth — y187 ny DN yaw: The pH 
level of the soil is an important factor in the success 
of growing plants in different types of land. Different 
plants require different pH levels. Therefore, soil suit- 
able for one plant might be unsuitable for another. In 
modern times, the quality of the soil and its pH level 
are determined through chemical testing. However, 
experienced agriculturalists can ascertain this infor- 
mation by tasting the soil. 
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Garden bed in a desolate area — nayna mawy: A single 
garden bed with five different species may be planted in 
a barren area, isolated from other gardens. However, if it is 
among other beds, there must be a clear demarcation of 
each type of plant, as per the ruling of Rav. The halakha is 
ruled in accordance with his opinion in ritual matters (Ram- 
bam Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot Kilayim 4:10). 


Isn't there space in the corners — nip Dip KIRTI: AC- 
cording to another understanding, the Gemara asks, why did 
Rav prohibit planting five species in a garden bed located 
among other beds? Even if the garden beds themselves are 
close to one another, there is certainly space between them 
in the corners. In that case, it would be possible to plant in 
the second garden bed adjacent to the empty corner (see 
Rashi, Meiri, and Rambam). 


Where one fills the corners - ninpa nyg xbona: According 
to the Rambam’s explanation, this diagram illustrates a case 
in which one fills the corners. See the Halakha section on 
85b for a slightly different explanation of Rambam's opinion 
with regard to filling the corners. Rashi and Josafot suggest 
alternative approaches. 


yyw AANA ANY :17 w% Rav said: When we learned in the mishna that one may plant five 


3193 AY INP DIP NPN) 
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kinds of seeds within a garden bed without violating the prohibi- 
tion of diverse kinds, we learned this with regard to a garden bed 
in a desolate area" not surrounded by other plants. However, if the 
garden bed is among other garden beds, itis prohibited to plant that 


many species there because seeds from the different beds will inter- 
mingle. The Gemara asks: If the mishna is dealing with a solitary 
garden bed, isn’t there space in the corners," where more species 
of seeds could be planted without encountering the prohibition of 
diverse seeds? The school of Rav taught in the name of Rav: Rav’s 
statement is referring to a case where one fills the corners" of the 
flowerbed with the five species of seeds, leaving no room in the 
corners for other varieties. The Gemara asks: And let him plant on 
the outside and not fill up the inside, to increase the different seed 
types instead of filling up the corners. 


Solitary garden bed with space in the corners 


Perek IX 
Daf 85 Amud b 


Triangular plot of vegetables - py Tin Wx: The case in the 
Gemara is one where a triangular plot belonging to one field 
protrudes into another. The directions of the planted furrows 
clearly indicate that the two fields are distinct, even though 
there is no other boundary between them. 


Triangular plot of one field protruding into another 
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Planting on the outside without filling the inside 
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Filling the corners according to the Rambam 


Rather, Rav’s reasoning must be: It is a decree lest one will fill the 
corners" after having first planted the garden bed, and thereby vio- 
late the prohibition of diverse kinds. The Gemara asks: And why 
should that matter, the legal status of the garden bed should mere- 
ly be like a triangular [rosh tor]: plot of vegetables. Didn’t we learn 
in a mishna: Ifa triangular plot of vegetables’ was protruding into 


another field, it is permitted; there, it is not considered a prohib- 
ited mixture of diverse kinds, because the end of the field is distin- 
guishable. Based on the shapes of the two fields where they inter- 
sect, the demarcation between them is clear. And the Gemara 
answers: There is no leniency with regard to a triangular plot ina 
garden bed. This allowance with regard to a triangular section of 
one field jutting into another field applies only to a large field where 
the triangular shape can clearly be attributed to a different field, but 
in a small garden bed where the seeds are adjacent to one another, 
it is impossible to distinguish between the seeds. 


A decree lest one will fill the corners — nts xb kaw mt 
Mia PA: It is prohibited to sow outside of a garden bed without 
the separation of a furrow, even adjacent to an empty corner 
where nothing is planted. This is based on the concern that 


Triangular [rosh tor] - in Wx: Some commentaries explain 
that this expression comes from the word for ox, because the 
shape of an ox head is triangular. Others say that its source is 


one might sow four different species in the four corners of the 
garden bed, and these species will intermingle with the spe- 
cies outside the four corners (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot 
Kilayim 4:11). 


the verse, “We will make you torei zahav’ (Song of Songs 1:11), 
which refers to a triangular ornament (Rambam’s Commentary 
on the Mishna). 
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And Shmuel said: When we learned in the mishna that one may plant 
five kinds of seeds within a garden bed without violating the prohibi- 
tion of diverse kinds, we learned this even with regard to a garden 
bed among garden beds, not only ina solitary bed. The Gemara asks: 
Don't the seeds become intermingled with one another? The Ge- 
mara answers: It is referring to a case where one inclines one row to 
here, in one direction, and one row to here," in a different direction 
(Meiri). In that way they do not appear intermingled. 


Ulla said: They raise a dilemma in the West, Eretz Yisrael: What is 
the halakha if one opened a single furrow across its entirety?" Is it 
considered demarcation between the garden beds if one dug a furrow 
between two garden beds (ge‘onim, Tosafot)? Rav Sheshet said: The 
intermingling of these garden beds comes and nullifies the row." 
The furrow is not considered to be a demarcation between the beds. 
Rav Asi said: Its intermingling does not disqualify the row. Ravina 
raised an objection to the opinion of Rav Ashi from a mishna: One 
who plants two rows of cucumbers and two rows of gourds and two 
rows of Egyptian beans, it is permitted because each of the species 
is distinct. However, ifhe plants one row of cucumbers and one row 
of gourds and one row of Egyptian beans, it is prohibited because 
in single rows there is no clear demarcation between the species. This 
indicates that a furrow between different species of seeds does not 
prevent intermingling between them. Rav Ashi replied: The case in 
that mishna is an exception. Here, it is different because there are 
branches that grow out from these species which become entangled 
with each other, nullifying the furrow between them. Other vegeta- 
bles, whose branches do not become entangled, may be planted with 
a single furrow between them. 


Where one inclines one row to here and one row to A single furrow across its entirety — as 29 by my obn: 


here — ps3) maw pea aw misa: Some commentaries 
explain that the very fact that there are two separate rows, 
each one in a separate bed, is in and of itself a sufficient sep- 
aration with regard to the matter of forbidden mixtures of 
diverse kinds (Rabbeinu Hananel). Others maintain that one 
must sow the two rows adjacent to one another in the two 
separate garden beds with the same species of plant, to avoid 
any concern with regard to forbidden mixtures of diverse 
kinds (see Rashi). 


Rows inclining in different directions 


The question here relates to a person who did not plant’ the spe- 
cies in rows, but in a mixed bed, and made a furrow to separate 
the bed from another bed (Rabbeinu Hananel). Alternatively, the 
question is whether it is sufficient separation if one sowed five 
species in a single bed, and put each species in a separate row 
across the width of the bed (geonim; see Rashi, who explains 
this differently). 


Five species in separate rows 


rom the publisher 


Where one inclines one row to here and one row to 
here — prea sw preab mW mpina: If a garden bed is 
situated among other beds, and one seeks to plant five 
species in each one, he must incline the leaves in one bed 
to one side, and the leaves in the other bed to another 
side. Rav disagreed with Shmuel only with regard to the 
explanation of the mishna, not with regard to this halakha 
(Rambam Sefer Zeraim, Hilkhot Kilayim 4:10). 


The intermingling of these garden beds comes and 
nullifies the row — nywa ny Som maw x4: If one dug 
a furrow between two garden beds, he is permitted to 
fill up each bed. The halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rav Ashi, who is the later authority (Rambam 
Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot Kilayim 4:0). 
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One who wishes to fill his entire garden with vegetables - 
Py inns bs nixa myita: One who wishes to fill an entire 

garden with various vegetables without distancing them 

from one another can make square-shaped beds of at least 
six by six handbreadths, draw five concentric circles and plant 
different species in each circle. One may plant additional 

species in the corners. If one wants to fill the entire space, he 

may plant the circles in horizontal rows and fill the space in 

between them with vertical rows of different plants (Rambam 

Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot Kilayim 4:15). 
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Rav Kahana said that Rabbi Yohanan said: One who wishes 

to fill his entire garden with vegetables" and does not want 
to distance the rows of seeds from one another may make a 

garden bed that is six by six handbreadths and make five 

circles inside it" ( geonim, Rambam). He plants different spe- 
cies in the different circles and fills its corners with whatever 
additional species that he wants. 


The Gemara asks: Aren’t there seeds between the circles, 
which intermingle with the species that are in the circles? The 
school of Rabbi Yannai say in response to this: This is refer- 
ring to a case where one leaves the space in between them 
barren and does not plant there. Rav Ashi said: He may fill 
the entire bed with seeds, and demarcate between the differ- 
ent types of seeds in the following manner. If the circles were 
planted lengthwise, he plants the seeds in between width- 
wise; and if the circles were planted widthwise, he plants the 
seeds in between lengthwise. Ravina raised an objection to 
the opinion of Rav Ashi: We learned that the work space of 
a vegetable of one species, when planted with a vegetable of 
a different species, is six handbreadths. And one views them 


And makes five circles inside it — Twin ma bay: The Ge- 
mara is explained here according to the geonim and the 
Rambam. Rashi and Josafot offer alternative explanations. 
The Meiri explains this case like the geonim but with a slight 


difference, as pictured below. 

According to the Rambam, one is not restricted to five spe- 
cies but can plant up to nine: Five kinds of plants in each of the 
circles and another four in the corners. The Ra’avad, however, 


explains that one is permitted to make five rows of five circles, 
each with a diameter of one handbreadth, along the length 
of the garden bed, for a total of twenty-five circles in the 
garden bed. 


Five circles of crops, according to the geonim 
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Explanation of the Meiri 
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Explanation of Ra'avad 


as a square board. All of the halakhot of planting various spe- 
cies were stated with regard to a square-shaped garden bed. By 
inference: When it is like a square board, it is permitted; and 
when that is not the case, it is prohibited. Planting different 
species in horizontal and vertical rows without a space be- 
tween the species is ineffective, even with circles. Rav Ashi 
replied: When the baraita says a square board, it does not 
mean that the only way to demarcate between different spe- 
cies is when the rows are in that configuration. Rather, it is to 
introduce a different leniency. The baraita came to permit 
a triangular plot that protrudes from it into another field. 
This means that a triangular protrusion into another field is 
considered a conspicuous demarcation only if the bed was 
square; in that case, no additional measures are necessary. 
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MI S HN The mishna continues to cite a series of unrelated 

halakhot based upon biblical allusions. From 
where is it derived that a woman who discharges semen" even on the 
third day after relations is ritually impure, just like one who touches 
semen (see Leviticus 15:17)? Because the semen remains fit for insemina- 
tion, it can transmit impurity, as it is stated prior to the revelation at Sinai: 
“And he said to the people, prepare yourselves for three days, do not 
approach a woman” (Exodus 19:15). This three-day separation period 
ensured that even a woman who discharged semen would be pure. The 
mishna cites another halakha based on a biblical allusion: From where is 
it derived that one may wash the circumcision" on the third day, mean- 
ing the third day after the circumcision, even if it occurs on Shabbat? As 
it is stated: “And it came to pass on the third day when they were in 
pain” (Genesis 34:25). The pain of circumcision lasts at least three days, 
and as long as the child is in pain he is considered to be in danger. The 
mishna cites another halakha with an allusion in the Bible: From where 
is it derived that one ties a scarlet strip of wool" to the head of the 
scapegoat that is dispatched to Azazel? As it is stated: “If your sins be 
like scarlet, they will become white like snow” (Isaiah 1:18). Since the 
goat is offered to atone for sins, red wool is tied to its horns. The mishna 
cites another allusion. From where is it derived that smearing oil on one’s 
body is like drinking" and is similarly prohibited on Yom Kippur? Al- 
though there is no proof for this, there is an allusion to it, as it is stated: 
“And it comes into his inward parts like water and like oil into his bones” 
(Psalms 109:18). The verse appears to equate smearing oil on one’s body 
with drinking water. 


G E M A The Gemara comments on the halakhot cited in 

the mishna: The first clause in the mishna with 
regard to discharged semen is not in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya. The latter clause in the mishna with regard to 
circumcision is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar ben 
Azarya. As, if one was to assert that the first clause is also in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya, we heard him say that in 
that case the woman is ritually pure. The Gemara explains: He who does 
not establish the mishna as reflecting the opinions of two tanna’im, has 
a variant reading of the mishna; he teaches the halakha in the first clause: 
The woman is ritually pure," and establishes the entire mishna in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya. And he who 
establishes the mishna as reflecting the opinions of two tanna’im," holds 
that the first clause is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis," and 
the latter clause is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar ben 
Azarya. 


NOTES 


The impurity of semen — y% Naw NAW: In the laws of the 
impurity, a distinction must be drawn between two situations. One 
who emits semen either willingly or not, in the course of relations 
or otherwise, is impure. He may immerse in a ritual bath that same 
day and assume the legal status of one who immersed during the 
day, and his purification is completed at nightfall. A wornan who 
has relations is also impure until she immerses. This form of impurity 
is a Torah edict and is not due to contact with semen. In addition, a 
woman becomes impure through contact with semen. That is why 
a woman who discharges semen after relations is impure. 


Scarlet strip of wool - myin bw yw: As part of the Temple ritual 
on Yom Kippur, a scarlet strip of wool was tied to the goat that 
was sent to Azazel. One end was tied to the goat’s head and the 
other end was tied to the rock from which it was pushed. On oc- 
casion, the scarlet strip turned miraculously white in fulfillment of 
the verse: “If your sins be like scarlet, they will become white like 
snow” (Isaiah 1:18). 


He teaches the halakha in the first clause: The woman is ritu- 
ally pure — 71710 KW) Kam: The emendation of the text is not 
motivated by effort to avoid attributing the mishna to two different 
tannaiim. Rather, there were two readings of the text, one stating 
that the woman is impure and the other stating that she is pure. 


Each opinion chose the version better suited to its preferred ap- 
proach (geonim). 


Who establishes the mishna as reflecting the opinions of two 
tanna‘im — "san Dpi: In the course of their analysis of mish- 
nayot, the Sages often discovered internal contradictions. At times 
these were apparent contradictions, and at other times they were 
inconsistencies that became apparent after drawing inferences 
from various clauses in the mishna. The Sages of the Talmud em- 
ployed two principal methods to resolve contradictions of this 
kind. Different Sages preferred different approaches in seeking a 
resolution. One method for resolving contradictions was to assert 
that the two divergent opinions in the mishna did not constitute 
a contradiction. Rather, the opinions reflect the positions of two 
tannaiim [terei tannaei], who disagree. Other Sages preferred to 
explain the mishna according to one tanna and resolved the appar- 
ent contradiction by asserting that the two clauses of the mishna 
are dealing with different cases, each with its own rationale [terei 
ta‘amei]. 


The first clause is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis — 
RIT WT; Some commentaries write that the Rabbis mentioned 

here are those listed on the next amud. They express the opinion 

that semen only ceases to transmit impurity after six twelve-hour 

periods have elapsed (Re'em Horowitz). 


HALAKHA 

A woman who discharges semen - naw nobis 
yi: A woman who discharges semen is impure if 
it happened within three twelve-hour periods after 
engaging in sexual relations. The Rambam issued 
this ruling. Apparently, in his version of the text, the 
Rabbis said: Three twelve-hour periods, not three 
days (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot Ha- 
Tumot 5:11). 


One may wash the circumcision — nx py*na 
apan: In the talmudic era, it was commonly be- 
lieved that if babies were not washed in hot water 
both before and after circumcision, as well as three 
days thereafter, they would be in mortal danger. In 
modern times, it is not customary to bathe the child 
in this manner. The Rema writes that in his country 
and surrounding lands, it was the practice to bathe 
the child on Shabbat before the circumcision, using 
water that was heated the day before. However, it 
was not customary to bathe the baby if the third 
day after the circumcision fell on Shabbat. The excep- 
tion was if a family anticipated that the baby would 
require bathing on Shabbat, and heated the water 
before Shabbat began. If there is concern for the 
baby’s life, the halakhot of Shabbat may be violated, 
as they would be for any other sick person (Rambam 
Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Mila 2:8; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 331:9). 


Scarlet strip of wool - maim by wh: A red thread 
weighing two sela is tied to the head ofthe goatthat 
is sent to Azazel, as stated in the mishna (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom HaKippurim 3:4). 


Smearing oil on one’s body is like drinking - mab 
TWD NIW: It is prohibited to smear oneself with 
oil on Yom Kippur, even to mask an odor. It is permit- 
ted if one is ill, even if the illness is not life-threaten- 
ing, or if he has scabs on his head. This prohibition is 
a rabbinic injunction, though there is an allusion to it 
in the Bible (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shevitat 
Asor 3:9; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 614:1). 
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NOTES 


And do not have relations during the day — pwrwn pri 
Diva pnw: The Gemara establishes that having sexual 


relations during the day is considered immodest and im- 


moral behavior. Additionally, there is the concern that, in 
daylight, a man may find something unattractive about his 
wife, rendering her undesirable to him. A Torah scholar who 
is modest by definition may only have relations during the 
day if the couple is appropriately covered. 


HALAKHA 
And do not have relations during the day - pwawn pri 
Diva ppmv: It is prohibited to engage in sexual relations by 
candlelight or during the day. However, a Torah scholar who 
obscures the light with a cover may engage in relations. It is 
similarly permitted to engage in relations during the day in 
a dark room (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 21:10; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 240:1). 
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The Gemara elaborates on the matter of a woman who discharges 
semen, citing that which the Sages taught in a baraita: A woman 
who discharges semen at any point on the third day is ritually 
pure; this is the statement of Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya. Rabbi 
Yishmael says: Even on the third day she is ritually impure. In 
addition, the only relevant tally is the number of days. The number 
of twelve-hour periods of night and day that passed is not relevant. 
Sometimes there are four twelve-hour periods that elapsed be- 
tween cohabitation and discharge. If she had relations just before 
nightfall on Wednesday and discharged on Friday night at the 
beginning of Shabbat, it is considered as if three days passed, 
meaning Wednesday, Thursday and Friday; and four twelve-hour 
periods, meaning Wednesday night, Thursday day, Thursday night 
and Friday day. Sometimes there are five twelve-hour periods 
that elapsed, in a case where she discharged semen at the end of 
Friday night. Sometimes there are six twelve-hour periods that 
elapsed, if she had relations at the beginning of Tuesday night and 
discharged at the end of the third day. Rabbi Akiva says: The ha- 
lakha is that it is always five twelve-hour periods. And if she had 
relations after part of the first period passed, she is given part of 
the sixth period to complete the requisite five twelve-hour peri- 
ods, so that sixty hours will have elapsed between cohabitation 
and discharge. 


The Rabbis said this before Rav Pappa, and some say that Rav 
Pappa said this to Rava: Granted, Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya 
holds in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, who say 
with regard to the revelation at Sinai that Moses instituted sepa- 
ration between husbands and wives on the fifth day of the week. 
Since everyone agrees that the Torah was given on Shabbat, hus- 
bands and wives were separated for two days. And Rabbi Yish- 
mael holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, who 

said that Moses instituted separation on the fourth day of the 

week, meaning that husbands and wives were separated for three 

days. However, in accordance with whose opinion did Rabbi 

Akiva state his opinion? Ritual impurity, in this case, is not based 

on the passage of days but on the passage of twelve-hour periods, 
which do not correspond to either opinion mentioned with regard 

to the revelation at Sinai. The Gemara answers: Actually, Rabbi 

Akiva holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei. How- 
ever, his understanding is based on that which Rav Adda bar 
Ahava said: Moses ascended Mount Sinai early in the morning, 
and he descended early in the morning and related to them the 

mitzva of separation. 


The Gemara explains the source of this opinion: He ascended 

Mount Sinai early in the morning, as it is written: “And Moses 

rose up early in the morning, and went up to Mount Sinai, as 

the Lord had commanded him” (Exodus 34:4). And he descend- 
ed the mountain early in the morning, as it is written: “Go de- 
scend and you shall ascend together with Aaron” (Exodus 

19:24). The Torah juxtaposes descent to ascent to establish that 
just as Moses’ ascent was early in the morning, so too, his de- 
scent was early in the morning. Moses told the people to separate 

in the early morning so that there would be five complete periods 

of separation over the course of the three days. 


The Gemara asks: Why did he need to tell them to separate dur- 
ing the morning hours? Didn’t Rav Huna say: The Jewish people 
are holy and do not have relations during the day?™" It was not 
necessary to command them until night. The Gemara replies: It 
was necessary to tell them in the morning, as Rava said: If it was 
a dark house, it is permitted to have relations during the day. And 
similarly Rava said, and some say that Rav Pappa said: A Torah 
scholar obscures the light in the room with his cloak and is 
thereby permitted to have relations during the day. Therefore, it 
was necessary to command the people to separate even during the 
daytime hours. 
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The Gemara asks: Didn’t some of the people have status of those 
who immersed themselves during the day when they received 
the Torah? Some of the women immersed themselves on Shabbat 
evening to purify themselves from the discharge of semen. Even 
after immersion, the purification process is not complete until 
sunset. It was Abaye bar Ravin and Rav Hanina bar Avin who 
both said in response: The Torah was given to those who im- 
mersed themselves during the day, and that in no way dimin- 
ishes the magnitude of the revelation. The Gemara relates that 
Mareimar sat and stated this halakha. Ravina said to Mareimar: 
Did you say that the Torah was actually given to those who im- 
mersed themselves during the day, or did you say that it was fit 
to be given to those who immersed themselves during the day, but, 
in reality, it was not? He said to him: I said that the Torah was fit 
to be given, but in actuality the nation was ritually pure, and the 
women did not discharge semen on the third day. 


The Gemara asks: And let them immerse during twilight on 
Shabbat eve and receive the Torah just after that during twilight. 
Why was it necessary to delay revelation until Shabbat morning? 
Rabbi Yitzhak said that the verse said in that regard: “From the 
first, I did not speak in concealment” (Isaiah 48:16).. God did 
not give the Torah under the cloak of night, but rather in the light 
of day. The Gemara asks: And let them immerse themselves on 
Shabbat morning and receive the Torah on Shabbat morning. 
In that case, according to all opinions, the period of separation 
could have begun one twelve-hour period later. Rabbi Yitzhak 
said: This was not done so that there would not be a situation 
where these, one segment of the people, would be going to re- 
ceive the Torah while those, another segment of the people, 
would be going to immerse themselves. Optimally, the entire 
nation should go to receive the Torah together. 


Rabbi Hiyya, son of Rabbi Abba, said that Rabbi Yohanan said: 
These are the statements of Rabbi Yishmael and Rabbi Akiva. 
However, the Rabbis say: We require that six complete twelve- 
hour periods elapse between cohabitation and discharge. If a 
woman discharged semen less than seventy-two hours after having 
relations, the semen renders her ritually impure. Rav Hisda said: 
The dispute over how long semen renders one ritually impure is 
only with regard to semen that is discharged from a woman; 
however, if it is discharged from a man," e.g., it was on a garment, 
it is impure as long as it is moist, regardless of how much time 
passed since its discharge. Rav Sheshet raises an objection based 
on what was taught in a baraita: The Torah states: “And every 
garment, and every hide on which there is semen shall be im- 
mersed in water, and be impure until evening” (Leviticus 15:17). 
And the Sages taught: This excludes semen which is foul. What, 
is it not referring to semen discharged from a man, indicating 
that even moist semen becomes foul after a certain period of time 
and no longer transmits impurity? The Gemara rejects this: No, 
this halakha is referring to semen that was discharged from a 
woman. 


NOTES 


From the first, | did not speak in concealment - ippa wx x place of the land of darkness; | said not unto the seed of Jacob: 
sma: Rashi had a variant reading with a clearer version of this Seek you Me in vain; | the Lord speak righteousness, | declare 
passage, which cites the verse: "| have not spoken in secret, ina things that are right” (Isaiah 45:19). 


HALAKHA 


Discharged from a man — w7 pa moya: A seminal discharge _ twelve-hour periods have elapsed, as long as it remains moist 
that comes from a man remains impure even after several (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She‘ar Avot HaTumot 5:13). 
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HALAKHA 

Semen of a Jew in the womb of a gentile woman. 
an animal - ata ya... ya been bw: Semen 
of a Jewish man, if discharged by a gentile woman 
within three twelve-hour periods, transmits impurity. 
The same is true of semen of a Jewish man discharged 
by an animal. After three twelve-hour periods, the sta- 
tus of the semen with regard to impurity is uncertain. 
This halakha is based on the ruling in tractate Nidda 
(Kesef Mishne; Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot 
HaTumot 5:16). 


LANGUAGE 

Corridor [perozdor] - 1111478: From the Greek, although 

there is no consensus as to its exact source. Some main- 
tain that it is from apootddoc, prostados, genitive case 

of mpootde, prostas, meaning entrance or corridor. Al- 
ternatively, it may be from pd8vpov, prothuron, which 

has a similar meaning. Perozdor is a euphemism for the 

vaginal canal. 


BACKGROUND 


Corridor [perozdor] — 111195: Perozdor refers to the 
vaginal canal. The Gemara is not suggesting that there i is 
no vaginal canal in animals. Rather, perhaps it is shorter 
in certain animals than in women. 


NOTES 


The same day - m7 pia: The word hodesh is under- 
stood throughout the Bible to mean month. Occa- 
sionally, it is a reference to the New Moon. Examples 
include: “Tomorrow is the hodesh” (| Samuel 20:18); “Its 
holiday, its hodesh, its Shabbat” (Hosea 2:13); and “The 
burnt-offering of the hodesh and its meal-offering” 
(Numbers 29:6). Therefore, the verse: “This hodesh shall 
be unto you the beginning of months" is understood 
as indicating that this New Moon is the first New Moon 
hat the Jewish people are celebrating. In the verse de- 
scribing their arrival in the desert, it is unclear whether 
hodesh refers to the month or the New Moon. It states: 
“In the third hodesh after the children of Israel went forth 
out of the land of Egypt” (Exodus 19:1). The emphasis on 
he words at the end of the verse, “on this day,’ proves 
hat it is referring to the day of the New Moon. 
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BACKGROUND 


Rav Pappa raised a dilemma: What is the halakha with regard to se- 
men of a Jew in the womb of a gentile woman? Do we say that since 

Jews are concerned about fulfilling mitzvot, due to that concern, their 
body temperature is hot and semen that is not absorbed becomes foul 

faster, in contrast to gentiles who are not concerned about fulfilling 

mitzvot for whom that is not the case? Or, perhaps, since gentiles eat 

detestable creatures and creeping animals their body temperature is 

also hot? And if you say that since they eat detestable creatures and 

creeping animals, their body temperature is hot, another dilemma can 

be raised: What is the halakha with regard to semen of a Jew in the 

womb of an animal?" Do we say that in a woman, who has a long cor- 
ridor [perozdor]" to her womb, the semen becomes foul; but in an 

animal, which does not have as long a corridor, it does not? Or per- 
haps it is not different, and the period of time that the semen renders 

one ritually impure is the same in both cases? No resolution was found 

for these dilemmas. Therefore, let them stand unresolved. 


The Sages taught: On the sixth day of the month of Sivan, the Ten 
Commandments were given to the Jewish people. Rabbi Yosei says: 
On the seventh day of the month. Rava said: Everyone agrees that the 
Jews came to the Sinai desert on the New Moon, as it is written here: 
“In the third month after the children of Israel were gone forth out of 
the land of Egypt, the same day" came they into the wilderness of 
Sinai” (Exodus 19:1), without elaborating what day it was. And it is 
written there: “This month shall be to you the beginning of months; 
it shall be the first month of the year to you” (Exodus 12:2). Just as there, 
the term “this” is referring to the New Moon, so too, here the term is 
referring to the New Moon. And similarly, everyone agrees that the 
Torah was given to the Jewish people on Shabbat, as it is written here 
in the Ten Commandments: “Remember the Shabbat day to keep it 
holy” (Exodus 20:8), and it is written there: “And Moses said to the 
people: Remember this day, in which you came out from Egypt, out 
of the house of bondage, for by strength of hand the Lord brought you 
out from this place; there shall be no leaven eaten” (Exodus 13:3). Just 
as there, the mitzva ofremembrance was commanded on the very day 
of the Exodus, so too, here the mitzva of remembrance was command- 
ed on the very day of Shabbat. Where Rabbi Yosei and the Sages dis- 
agree is with regard to the determination of the month, meaning 
which day of the week was established as the New Moon. Rabbi Yosei 
held: The New Moon was established on the first day of the week, 
and on the first day of the week He did not say anything to them due 
to the weariness caused by the journey. On the second day of the 
week, He said to them: “And you shall be to Me a kingdom of priests 
and a holy nation; these are the words that you shall speak to the 
children of Israel” (Exodus 19:6).® 


The opinions of | of Rabbi Mosel and the Rabbis w with regard to the Revelation at Sinai - ngin ma? yaaa a pan DP aT Nw: 


Day of the W of the Week Sunday | Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Shabbat 
Date in Sivan: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Rabbi Yosei The New Moon; Moses ascended oses ascended oses ascended Revelation at Sinai 
the nation and descended and descended and descended 
arrives in Sinai the mountain and he mountain and he mountain 
said: “And you shall commanded the and commanded 
be to Me, etc” mitzva of setting he men to separate 
boundaries rom their wives 
Date in Sivan: 1 2 3 4 5 6 
The Rabbis The New Moon; oses ascended oses ascended Moses ascended Revelation at Sinai 
the nation and descended and descended and descended 
arrives in Sinai he mountain and he mountain and the mountain 
said: “And you shall commanded the and commanded 
be to Me, etc mitzva of setting the men to separate 
boundaries from their wives 
With regard to the command to the men to separate from their wives in preparation for the revelation, it is written: “And the Lord said to Moses: Go to the people, and sanctify them today and 


tomorrow, and let them wash their garments, and be ready against the t 


ird day; for the third day the Lord will come down in the sight of all 


According to Rabbi Yosei, Moses added an extra day of separation to the two mentioned in the verse. 
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On the third day of the week, God said to them the mitzva of setting 
boundaries around Mount Sinai. On the fourth day of the week, the 
husbands and wives separated from one another. And the Rabbis 
hold: On the second day of the week the New Moon was estab- 
lished, and on the second day of the week God did not say anything 
to them due to the weariness caused by their journey. On the third 
day of the week, God said to them: “And you shall be to Me a king- 
dom of priests and a holy nation; these are the words that you shall 
speak to the children of Israel” (Exodus 19:6). On the fourth day of 
the week, God said to them the mitzva of setting boundaries around 
Mount Sinai. On the fifth day of the week, the husbands and wives 
separated from one another. The Gemara raises an objection: 
Doesn't the verse state: “And the Lord said to Moses: Go to the people 
and sanctify them today and tomorrow and let them wash their 
garments” (Exodus 19:10), indicating that the husbands and wives 
were separated for only two days? This is difficult according to the 
opinion of Rabbi Yosei, who said earlier that the separation was for 
three days. 


The Gemara answers: Rabbi Yosei could have said to you: Moses 
added one day to the number of days that God commanded based 
on his own perception, as it was taught in a baraita: Moses did three 
things based on his own perception," and the Holy One, Blessed 
be He, agreed with him. He added one day" to the days of separation 
before the revelation at Sinai based on his own perception. And he 
totally separated from his wife after the revelation at Sinai. And he 
broke the tablets following the sin of the Golden Calf. 


The Gemara discusses these cases: He added one day based on his 

own perception. What source did he interpret that led him to do so? 

He reasoned that since the Holy One, Blessed be He, said: “Sanctify 
them today and tomorrow,’ the juxtaposition of the two days teach- 

es that today is like tomorow: just as tomorrow the men and wom- 
en will separate for that day and the night preceding it, so too, today 
requires separation for the day and the night preceding it. Since God 

spoke to him in the morning, and the night of that day already passed, 
Moses concluded: Derive from it that separation must be in effect for 
two days besides that day. Therefore, he extended the mitzva of 
separation by one day. And from where do we derive that the Holy 
One, Blessed be He, agreed with his interpretation? It is derived 

from the fact that the Divine Presence did not rest upon Mount Sinai 

until Shabbat morning, as Moses had determined. 


And he totally separated from his wife after the revelation at Sinai. 
What source did he interpret that led him to do so? He reasoned an 

a fortiori inference by himself and said: If Israel, with whom the 

Divine Presence spoke only one time and God set a specific time 

for them when the Divine Presence would be revealed, and yet the 

Torah stated: “Prepare yourselves for three days, do not approach 

a woman” (Exodus 19:15); I, with whom the Divine Presence speaks 

all the time and God does not set a specific time for me, all the more 

so that I must separate from my wife. And from where do we derive 

that the Holy One, Blessed be He, agreed with him? As it is written 

after the revelation at Sinai: “Go say to them: Return to your tents” 
(Deuteronomy 5:26), meaning to your homes and wives. And after- 
ward it is written that God told Moses: “And you, stand here with 

Me” (Deuteronomy 5:27), indicating that Moses was not allowed to 

return home, as he must constantly be prepared to receive the word 

of God. And some say a different source indicating that God agreed 

with his reasoning. When Aaron and Miriam criticized Moses’ separa- 
tion from his wife, God said: “With him do I speak mouth to mouth, 
even manifestly, and not in dark speeches; and the similitude of the 

Lord does he behold; why then were you not afraid to speak against 

My servant, against Moses?” (Numbers 12:8). This indicates that God 

agreed with his reasoning. 


NOTES 


Moses did three things based on his own percep- 
tion — invita nwa ney DIT aww: This statement 
was explained in different ways. Some commentar- 
ies suggest that God did not command Moses with 
regard to these three matters because it was revealed 
before Him that it was unnecessary. Clearly, a woman 
will not be impure when discharging semen on the 
third day, God would not communicate with Moses 
when he was impure, and the children of Israel would 
repent. Nevertheless, since it is beyond the purview of 
man to know the precise parameters of these matters, 
Moses instituted additional stringencies to ensure that 
no prohibitions would be violated. He received divine 
approval for those stringencies (Rabbi Elazar Moshe 
Horowitz). Rashi explains that Moses was able to take 
the initiative on these matters only because the Divine 
Presence rested upon him at all times. It is prohibited 
for others to do so. 


He added one day — 10X DY piit: The question can 
be raised: If he arrived at this conclusion by expounding 
upon the command of God, and if all of God's state- 
ments were given to Israel for the purpose of expound- 
ing upon them, why is this considered to have been 
based on his own perception? Although God was aware 
that Moses could arrive at this conclusion and he gave 
him leeway to do so, he was in no way required to do 
so, and he could have concluded that an additional day 
was unnecessary (Ramban). 
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NOTES 


Which you broke [asher shibarta] - Maw Ww: The proof 


or the conclusion bu 
interpreted as approva 
he fact that God men 


be ascertained from Hi 
he broken tablets in 


rom the words, “which you broke” is merely a support 


not an absolute proof. There are 


several instances in the Bible where the word asher is not 


. Some commentaries explain that 


he conclusion that God agreed with Moses is drawn from 


ioned the breaking of the tablets 


without anger (Rashi). Alternatively, God's agreement can 


s later command that Moses store 


he Ark. He would not have com- 


manded Moses to do so had they been associated with 
an infraction that incurred God's disapproval (Rashbam). 


BACKGROUND 
Wormwood [gidin] - p}: According to the translations, 
apparently gida or gidra is wormwood. There is no cer- 
tainty regarding the identity of this plant in the Bible. How- 


ever, Clearly its taste is 


extremely bitter and it may even 


be poisonous. Some identify it as the Securigera coronilla. 
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And he broke the tablets following the sin of the Golden Calf. What 
source did he interpret that led him to do so? Moses said: With 
regard to the Paschal lamb, which is only one of six hundred and 
thirteen mitzvot, the Torah stated: “And the Lord said unto Moses 
and Aaron: This is the ordinance of the Paschal offering; no alien 
shall eat of it” (Exodus 12:43), referring not only to gentiles, but to 
apostate Jews as well. Regarding the tablets, which represented the 
entire Torah, and Israel at that moment were apostates, as they 
were worshipping the calf, all the more so are they not worthy of 
receiving the Torah. And from where do we derive that the Holy 
One, Blessed be He, agreed with his reasoning? As it is stated: 

“The first tablets which you broke [asher shibarta]”" (Exodus 34:1), 
and Reish Lakish said: The word asher is an allusion to the phrase: 
May your strength be true [yishar kohakha] due to the fact that 
you broke the tablets. 


Come and hear an additional difficulty from the verse: “And be 

prepared for the third day, for on the third day God will descend 

onto Mount Sinai before the eyes of the entire nation” (Exodus 

19:11). This indicates that God said that the Torah would be given 

on the third day after two days of separation. This is difficult accord- 
ing to the opinion of Rabbi Yosei. The Gemara answers: Didn’t we 

say that Moses added one day based on his own perception? 

Come and hear a proof against this from what was taught in a ba- 
raita. That which is stated in the Torah: “For on the third day,” 
means the third day of the month and the third day of the week. 
Apparently, the New Moon was on Sunday. This is difficult accord- 
ing to the opinion of the Rabbis. The Gemara answers: The Rabbis 

could have said to you: Whose is the opinion in this baraita? It is 

the opinion of Rabbi Yosei. Therefore, this baraita poses no diff- 
culty to the opinion of the Rabbis. 


According to the opinion of the Rabbis, that day was the third day 
of what reckoning? As it was taught in a baraita: It is written: “And 
Moses reported the words of the people to the Lord” (Exodus 
19:8). And it is written immediately thereafter: “And God said to 
Moses: Behold I will come to you in a thick cloud so that the people 
will hear when I speak with you, and they will also believe in you 
forever. And Moses told the words of the people to the Lord” 
(Exodus 19:9). 


The Gemara asks: What did the Holy One, Blessed be He, say to 
Moses, and what did Moses say to Israel, and what did Israel say 
to Moses, and what did Moses report to the Almighty? The vers- 
es do not elaborate on the content of God’s command to Moses, 
which Moses then told the people and which they accepted. It must 
be that this refers to the mitzva of setting boundaries, which Mo- 
ses told the people and which they accepted. He then went back and 
reported to God that the people accepted the mitzva; this is the 
statement of Rabbi Yosei bar Yehuda. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: 
At first, he explained the punishment and the hardship involved 
in receiving the Torah, as it is written: “And Moses reported [vaya- 
shev],’ which is interpreted homiletically as: Matters that shatter 
[meshabbevin] (Rav Hai Gaon) a person’s mind; and, ultimately, 
he explained its reward, as it is written: “And Moses told [vayag- 
ged],” which is interpreted homiletically as: Matters that draw a 
person’s heart like aggada. And some say that at first, he explained 
its reward, as it is written: “And Moses reported,” which is inter- 
preted homiletically as: Matters that restore [meshivin] and calm 
a person’s mind; and ultimately, he explained its punishment, as 
it is written: “And Moses told,’ matters that are as difficult for a 
person as wormwood [gidin].* 


Come and hear a proof from that which was taught in a baraita: The 
sixth was the sixth day of the month and the sixth day of the week. 
This is also difficult according to the opinion of the Rabbis. The 
Gemara answers: This baraita is also according to the opinion of 
Rabbi Yosei. But if so, according to the opinion of the Rabbis, that 
day was the sixth day of what reckoning? Rava said: 
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the sixth day from their encampment. Rav Aha bar 
Ya’akov said: The sixth day from the start of their 
journey. They left Refidim and arrived and camped in 

the desert on the same Shabbat. And Rava and Rav 
Aha bar Ya'akov disagree with regard to the mitzva of 
Shabbat commanded to the Jewish people at Mara, as 

it is written in the fourth commandment: “Observe 

the Shabbat day to keep it holy as the Lord your God 

commanded you” (Deuteronomy 5:11). And Rav Ye- 
huda said that Rav said: As He commanded you in 

Mara, as it is stated: “There He made for hima statute 

and an ordinance, and there He proved him” (Exodus 

15:25). Their dispute was: One Master held: They 
were commanded about Shabbat, but they were not 

commanded about Shabbat boundaries. Therefore, it 
was permitted to travel from Refidim on Shabbat, be- 
cause the restriction of Shabbat boundaries was not 

yet in effect. And one Master held: They were also 

commanded about the boundaries, and therefore, it 
was prohibited to leave Refidim on Shabbat. 


Come and hear an additional proof with regard to the 
day of the revelation at Sinai from what was taught in 
a baraita: In the month of Nisan during which the 
Jewish people left Egypt,’ on the fourteenth, they 
slaughtered their Paschal lambs; on the fifteenth, 
they left Egypt; and in the evening, the firstborn 
were stricken. The Gemara asks: Does it enter your 
mind to say that they were stricken in the evening? 
Was the Plague of the Firstborn after the Jews left 
Egypt? Rather, say that the evening before, the first- 
born were stricken. And that day was the fifth day 
of the week. From the fact that the fifteenth of Nisan 
was a Thursday, the New Moon of Iyyar was Shabbat, 
as Nisan is typically thirty days long. And the New 
Moon of Sivan was on the first day of the week, as 
Iyyar is typically twenty-nine days long. This is diffi- 
cult according to the opinion of the Rabbis, who 
hold that the New Moon of Sivan that year was on 
Monday. 


The Gemara answers: The Rabbis could have said to 

you that a day was added to Iyyar that year and it was 

thirty days long. The New Moon was determined by 
testimony of witnesses who saw the new moon, to- 
gether with astronomical calculations that the testi- 
mony was feasible. Therefore, Iyyar could be thirty 
days long. If that was the case, the New Moon of Si- 
van was on Monday. Come and hear an objection 

from what was taught in a different baraita that they 
did not add a day to lyyar that year, as the Sages 

taught: In the month of Nisan during which the Jew- 
ish people left Egypt, on the fourteenth, they 
slaughtered their Paschal lambs; on the fifteenth, 
they left Egypt; and in the evening, the firstborn 

were stricken. The Gemara asks: Does it enter your 
mind to say that they were stricken in the evening? 

Was the Plague of the Firstborn after the Jews left 
Egypt? Rather, say that the evening before, the first- 
born were stricken. And that day was the fifth day 
of the week. Nisan was complete, i.e., it was thirty 
days long, and the New Moon of Iyyar occurred on 

a Shabbat. 
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NOTES 
Establishing the months — mwana nap: On the 
calendar used by the amoraiim, the spring and summer 
months had fixed numbers of days. Nisan had thirty 
days, lyyar had twenty-nine. In earlier generations, until 
the fourth century, the New Moon was established 
based on the testimony of witnesses who saw the new 
moon, and the number of days in each month was not 
fixed. Therefore, it was possible for the month of lyyar 
to be a month of thirty days. 


The first time that consecrated foods were eaten — 
Dw? nox) pwr: The eating of consecrated items 
is underscored here because the offering of sacrifices 
predated the dedication of the Sanctuary by thousands 
of years, beginning notably with the sacrifices of Cain 
and Abel and continuing throughout the generations. 
However, the eating of consecrated items was intro- 
duced to the Jewish people with the command of the 
peace-offerings that coincided with the dedication of 
the Tabernacle. In addition, although priests were eat- 
ing their portions from the sacrifices of the most sacred 
order, the sin-offerings from their inauguration prior 
to the dedication, the eighth day of the inauguration 
was the first day when portions of sacrifices of lesser 
sanctity were eaten. 


The opinion of Aherim — winy nw: According to 
the opinion of Aherim, the number of days in each 
month is fixed, with thirty-day months alternating 
with twenty-nine-day months. The New Moon follow- 
ing each twenty-nine-day month is one weekday later 
than the previous New Moon, and the New Moon fol- 
lowing each thirty-day month is two weekdays later. 
Since, in a typical year, there are six twenty-nine-day 
months and six thirty-day months, the days of the New 
Moon advance a total of eighteen days, which are two 
weeks and four days. In a leap year, the additional Adar 
is twenty-nine days, bringing the total to nineteen days, 
or two weeks and five days. As a result, in a leap year, 
Rosh HaShana falls five weekdays later than it did the 
previous year. 


HALAKHA 


The order of the months - wana 119: The halakha 
was not ruled in accordance with the opinion of Aherim, 
and the months of the year follow a fixed order, alternat- 
ing between thirty-day and twenty-nine-day months, 
beginning only in Tevet. A year may have as many as 
seven twenty-nine-day months, if Kislev is lacking, or 
as few as five incomplete months, if Marheshvan is full 
(Tur, Orah Hayyim 428). 
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Iyyar was lacking, i.e., it was twenty-nine days long, and the New 
Moon of Sivan occurred on the first day of the week. This is difficult 
according to the opinion of the Rabbis. The Gemara answers: Whose 
is the opinion in this baraita? It is the opinion of Rabbi Yosei. There- 
fore, this baraita poses no difficulty to the opinion of the Rabbis. 


Rav Pappa said: Come and hear a different proof from another verse, 
as it is stated: “And they took their journey from Elim, and all the 
congregation of the children of Israel came unto the wilderness of 
Sin, which is between Elim and Sinai, on the fifteenth day of the 
second month after their departing out of the land of Egypt” (Exodus 
16:1). And that day was Shabbat, as it is written: “And in the morn- 
ing, then you shall see the glory of the Lord; for He has heard your 
murmurings against the Lord; and what are we, that you murmur 
against us?” (Exodus 16:7). The next day the glory of God was revealed, 
and He told them that in the afternoon the manna and quail would 
begin to fall, and it is written: “Six days you shall gather it; but on 
the seventh day is Sabbath, there shall be none in it” (Exodus 16:26). 
Apparently, the first six days after this command were weekdays on 
which the manna fell, and the fifteenth of Iyyar was Shabbat. And 
from the fact that the fifteenth of lyyar was Shabbat, the New Moon 
of Sivan was on the first day of the week. This is difficult according 
to the opinion of the Rabbis. The Gemara answers: According to the 
Rabbis, a day was added to Iyyar that year and it was thirty days 
long." Therefore, the New Moon of Sivan was on Monday. 


Rav Havivi from Hozena’a said to Rav Ashi: Come and hear a dif- 
ferent proof from the following verse: “And it came to pass in the 

first month in the second year, on the first day of the month, that 
the tabernacle was erected” (Exodus 40:17). It was taught: That day 
took ten crowns. It was the first day of Creation, meaning Sunday, 
the first day of the offerings brought by the princes, the first day of 
the priesthood, the first day of service in the Temple, the first time 

for the descent of fire onto the altar, the first time that consecrated 

foods were eaten," the first day of the resting of the Divine Presence 

upon the Jewish people, the first day that the Jewish people were 

blessed by the priests, and the first day of the prohibition to bring 

offerings on improvised altars. Once the Tabernacle was erected, it 
was prohibited to offer sacrifices elsewhere. And it was the first of the 

months. And from the fact that the New Moon of Nisan of that year 
was on the first day of the week, in the previous year, it was on the 

fourth day of the week. 


As it was taught in a baraita, Aherim say:" Between the festival of 
Assembly, i.e., Shavuot, of one year and the festival of Assembly of 
the following year, and similarly, between Rosh HaShana of one year 
and Rosh HaShana of the following year, there is only a difference 
of four days of the week. And if it was a leap year, there is a difference 
of five days between them. There are three hundred and fifty four days 
in a year, which are divided into twelve months, six months that are 
thirty days long and six months that are twenty-nine days long."® If 
the New Moon of Nisan was on Wednesday, the New Moon of Iyyar 
was on Shabbat eve, and the New Moon of Sivan was on Shabbat. 
This is difficult both according to Rabbi Yosei, who holds that the 
New Moon of Sivan was on Sunday, and according to the Rabbis, who 
hold it was on Monday. The Gemara answers: Both Rabbi Yosei and 
the Rabbis disagree with Aherim. According to Rabbi Yosei, they 
established seven months that were lacking in the first year, i.e., 
seven months that were twenty-nine days long, 


The days of the year — mw »2: Our calendar is not calculated 
in accordance with the opinion of Aherim. Practically speaking, 
the calculations are made based on the seasons and the vernal 
and autumnal equinoxes, which determine the dates on the solar 
calendar and influence when the festivals occur. In addition, there 
are halakhic and other reasons for adjusting the calendar, and 
Rosh HaShana is sometimes postponed so that it falls a day or 
two after the moon becomes visible in the sky. There is no set 
number of days in each month, and consequently, there is no set 


BACKGROUND 


number of days of the year. The months during which changes 
may be introduced are Marheshvan and Kislev. Sometimes they 
are both twenty-nine days long, while other times they are both 
thirty days long; and sometimes, one is twenty-nine days long 
and the other is thirty days long. In non-leap years, the Jewish 
calendar year can be 353, 354, or 355 days. When the months 
were sanctified based on the testimony of eyewitnesses, even 
larger fluctuations were possible, as any of the months could be 
twenty-nine or thirty days long. 
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and according to the Rabbis, they established eight months that were 
lacking. 


The Gemara cites another objection. Come and hear that which was taught 
in a baraita in the anthology called Seder Olam: In the month of Nisan 
during which the Jewish people left Egypt, on the fourteenth they 
slaughtered their Paschal lambs, on the fifteenth they left Egypt, and that 
day was Shabbat eve. From the fact that the New Moon of Nisan was on 
Shabbat eve, we can infer that the New Moon of Iyyar was on the first day 
of the week, and the New Moon of Sivan was on the second day of the 
week. This is difficult according to the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, who holds 
that the New Moon of Sivan was on Sunday. The Gemara answers that 
Rabbi Yosei could have said to you: Whose is the opinion in this baraita? 
It is the opinion of the Rabbis. Therefore, this baraita poses no difficulty 
to the opinion of the Rabbi Yosei. 


The Gemara cites another objection: Come and hear from that which was 
taught, that Rabbi Yosei says: On the second day of Sivan, Moses as- 
cended Mount Sinai and descended. On the third day, he ascended and 
descended. On the fourth day, he descended and did not ascend Mount 
Sinai again until he was commanded along with all of the Jewish people. 
And the Gemara asks: How is it possible that he descended on the fourth 
day? Since he did not ascend, from where did he descend? Rather, this 
must be emended: On the fourth day, he ascended and descended. On 
the fifth day, he built an altar and sacrificed an offering. On the sixth day, 
he had no time. The Gemara asks: Is that not because he received the 
Torah on the sixth day of the month? Apparently, this baraita supports the 
opinion of the Rabbis. 


The Gemara rejects this: No, he had no time due to the burden of preparing 
for Shabbat. The Gemara adds: A Galilean taught, while standing above 
Rav Hisda: Blessed is the all-Merciful One, Who gave the three-fold 
Torah:’ Torah, Prophets, and Writings, to the three-fold nation: Priests, 
Levites, and Israelites, by means of a third-born: Moses, who followed 
Aaron and Miriam in birth order, on the third day of the separation of men 
and women, in the third month: Sivan. On whose opinion is this homily 
based? It is based on the opinion of the Rabbis, who hold that the Torah 
was given on the third day of separation and not on the fourth day. 


The Gemara cites additional homiletic interpretations on the topic of the 
revelation at Sinai. The Torah says, “And Moses brought forth the people 
out of the camp to meet God; and they stood at the lowermost part of the 
mount” (Exodus 19:17). Rabbi Avdimi bar Hama bar Hasa said: the Jew- 
ish people actually stood beneath the mountain, and the verse teaches that 
the Holy One, Blessed be He, overturned the mountain above the Jews 
like a tub, and said to them: If you accept the Torah, excellent, and if not, 
there will be your burial. Rav Aha bar Ya’akov said: From here there is a 
substantial caveat to the obligation to fulfill the Torah." The Jewish people 
can claim that they were coerced into accepting the Torah, and it is therefore 
not binding. Rava said: Even so, they again accepted it willingly in the 
time of Ahasuerus, as it is written: “The Jews ordained, and took upon 
them, and upon their seed, and upon all such as joined themselves unto 
them” (Esther 9:27), and he taught: The Jews ordained what they had al- 
ready taken upon themselves through coercion at Sinai. 


NOTES 


Three-fold Torah - mn INN: Different theories have been 
offered regarding the significance of the number three. One 
opinion says that it is an allusion to the verse: “A three-fold 
thread is not easily broken” (Ecclesiastes 4:12; Yefe Toar). The mid- 
rash adds other sets of three to this list: Moses’ name has three 
letters, and Moses’ tribe is Levi, which also has three letters. With 
regard to the three-fold Torah, beyond the simple meaning of 
the text, some commentaries explained that there are three 
additional manners in which the Torah may be interpreted: 


Homiletic interpretation, allusion, and esoterica (Divrei Shaul). 
Additionally, the passage might be an allusion to the Written 
Torah, the Oral Torah, and the Esoteric Torah (Ein Ya'akov). 


A substantial caveat to the obligation to fulfill the Torah — 
xo M31 syTn: Rashba challenges this argument. If this 
is the case, why were the Jewish people punished and exiled 
from their land for having violated the Torah (see Tosafot)? He 
explains that certainly the Jews’ continued existence in Eretz 


Yisrael is contingent on their fulfillment of the Torah’s com- 
mandments. In other words, it is explained that holding the 
uprooted mountain like a tub over their heads alludes to the 
abundance of love that God bestowed upon the Jewish people 
during the Exodus, in giving them the manna, etc. In response, 
the people said: “We will do, and we will hear.” Still, in their 
hearts the people did not accept the Torah on behalf of later 
generations, for whom life would proceed naturally, without 
the revelation of constant miracles. 
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NOTES 

As an apple tree among the trees of the 
wood - West »¥va mana: Tosafot asked: 
What proof with regard to the children of 
Israel does the Gemara cite from the verse: 
“As an apple tree among the trees of the 
wood, so is my beloved among the sons”? 
The allusion in the verse is to God. Some 
commentaries explain that the verse praises 
the Jewish people for choosing God even 
though the other nations rejected Him. 


BACKGROUND 
The apple tree and its fruit - i151 mana: 
Most native species of apple trees blossom 
before the leaves sprout, or at least before 
the entire tree is covered with leaves. The 
Sages referred to this phenomenon when 
they said that the beginning of the tree's 
fruit, meaning the blossoms, precedes its 
leaves. Different versions of this Gemara 
state explicitly that its blossoming precedes 
its leaves. 


32 PEREKIX: 88A- naqt’ pa 


AYAVT DWR” INST ND MPI VY 
mopw mad mey OX TOPUI aN? YIN PT 
Tey - nonna NIX 2K? ev TUP DN) 
woh WD- ANY natn upv - apse 
IPPP DITKA ony DION 
aan Db nig Typ ww DP WPA 
JON Mya DY KT Ja WITI mane 
anx- TAT pape bean ON: ony Ox) 
sinh DSM VIN IN - rx Dx) poypna 


Amia 


Sew ipaw TYWI PKPD 921 VTI 
abn Sw KIDI DPW wea ywy 5 UYY 
Ww i wp bwn gansaia bs mw 
/yowy B23 TMM) Twyy W TX DNS 

Sian wer mA Y awe newnw [PDI 
bany : SONY opps “aban abn 
IAY "atin ag DY NY bea aa 
ape AYN Awy NINA «KPI NA KAN 
NDT - PIB IN [WNT - avy apna 
iba PPN rn dx 2a beam 
ny np nny : ah PaT Ton møn na 
na WPI PNY Wh W ION asm 
ND PAW) TITID aN sabrina 
TAY - "Dwr by abiy nmw ma Py 
DYNA by obiymy 


DRIE DTPD TYWI NYY a1 N 
qm TAY) i nanny YDY yyy 
peanon nw Kyaw mdb th ” 
wy n> vias ware T DY anst 23 
vIn wy Nw" bipa snw nat 
OC MPI DI ON BT TON /ynwh: 
bwn nah my WHT NYS MOND’ PNT 
ps m man mna J? ant - mand bea 
wy? WPT - bew aX vyb otip 

" yes) 


MOVIN PYN NPT NIT PATT KI HTT 
Yd MP) MY IS NIN PPI OVALE TIM 
> WON MDT PNYIVY [IN XP) ATE 
X ADIN DNB ANTI NPD KAY 
ob LOVIN KW Np 10N 
Kb - xb I arvhap - AyD yg pwn 

prs: mh sax arbap 


Hizkiya said: What is the meaning of that which is written: “You 
caused sentence to be heard from heaven; the earth feared, and was 
silent” (Psalms 76:9)? If it was afraid, why was it silent; and if it was 
silent, why was it afraid? Rather, the meaning is: At first, it was afraid, 
and in the end, it was silent. “You caused sentence to be heard from 
heaven” refers to the revelation at Sinai. And why was the earth afraid? 
It is in accordance with the statement of Reish Lakish, as Reish La- 
kish said: What is the meaning of that which is written: “And there 
was evening and there was morning, the sixth day” (Genesis 1:31)? 
Why do I require the superfluous letter heh, the definite article, which 
does not appear on any of the other days? It teaches that the Holy One, 
Blessed be He, established a condition with the act of Creation, and 
said to them: If Israel accepts the Torah on the sixth day of Sivan, you 
will exist; and if they do not accept it, I will return you to the primor- 
dial state of chaos and disorder. Therefore, the earth was afraid until 
the Torah was given to Israel, lest it be returned to a state of chaos. Once 
the Jewish people accepted the Torah, the earth was calmed. 


Rabbi Simai taught: When Israel accorded precedence to the decla- 
ration “We will do” over the declaration “We will hear,” 600,000 

ministering angels came and tied two crowns to each and every 
member of the Jewish people, one corresponding to “We will do” 
and one corresponding to “We will hear” And when the people 

sinned with the Golden Calf, 120,000 angels of destruction descend- 
ed and removed them from the people, as it is stated in the wake of 
the sin of the Golden Calf: “And the children of Israel stripped them- 
selves of their ornaments from Mount Horeb onward” (Exodus 33:6). 
Rabbi Hama, son of Rabbi Hanina, said: At Horeb they put on their 

ornaments, and at Horeb they removed them. The source for this is: 

At Horeb they put them on, as we have said; at Horeb they removed 

them, as it is written: “And the children of Israel stripped themselves 

of their ornaments from Mount Horeb.” Rabbi Yohanan said: And 

Moses merited all of these crowns and took them. What is the source 

for this? Because juxtaposed to this verse, it is stated: “And Moses 

would take the tent [ohel]” (Exodus 33:7). The word ohel is inter- 
preted homiletically as an allusion to an aura or illumination [hila]. 
Reish Lakish said: In the future, the Holy One, Blessed be He, will 

return them to us, as it is stated: “And the ransomed of the Lord shall 

return, and come with singing unto Zion, and everlasting joy shall 

be upon their heads” (Isaiah 35:10). The joy that they once had will 

once again be upon their heads. 


Rabbi Elazar said: When the Jewish people accorded precedence to 
the declaration “We will do” over “We will hear,” a Divine Voice 
emerged and said to them: Who revealed to my children this secret 
that the ministering angels use? As it is written: “Bless the Lord, you 
angels of His, you mighty in strength, that fulfill His word, hearken- 
ing unto the voice of His word” (Psalms 103:20). At first, the angels 
fulfill His word, and then afterward they hearken. Rabbi Hama, son 
of Rabbi Hanina, said: What is the meaning of that which is written: 
“As an apple tree among the trees of the wood," so is my beloved 
among the sons. Under its shadow I delighted to sit and its fruit was 
sweet to my taste” (Song of Songs 2:3)? Why were the Jewish people 
likened to an apple tree? It is to tell you that just as this apple tree, its 
fruit® grows before its leaves, so too, the Jewish people accorded 
precedence to “We will do” over “We will hear.” 


The Gemara relates that a heretic saw that Rava was immersed in 
studying halakha, and his fingers were beneath his leg and he was 
squeezing them, and his fingers were spurting blood. Rava did not 
notice that he was bleeding because he was engrossed in study. The 
heretic said to Rava: You impulsive nation, who accorded prece- 
dence to your mouths over your ears. You still bear your impulsive- 
ness, as you act without thinking. You should listen first. Then, ifyou 
are capable of fulfilling the commands, accept them. And if not, do 
not accept them. He said to him: About us, 
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who proceed wholeheartedly and with integrity, it is written: “The 
integrity of the upright will guide them” (Proverbs 11:3), whereas 
about those people who walk in deceit, it is written at the end of the 
same verse: “And the perverseness of the faithless will destroy them. 


oy 


Rabbi Shmuel bar Nahamani said that Rabbi Yonatan said: What is 
the meaning of that which is written: “You have ravished my heart, 
my sister, my bride; you have ravished my heart with one of your 
eyes, with one bead of your necklace” (Song of Songs 4:9)? At first 
when you, the Jewish people, merely accepted the Torah upon your- 
selves it was with one of your eyes; however, when you actually per- 
form the mitzvot it will be with both of your eyes. Ulla said with regard 
to the sin of the Golden Calf: Insolent is the bride who is promiscuous 
under her wedding canopy. Rav Mari, son of the daughter of Shmu- 
el, said: What verse alludes to this? “While the king was still at his 
table my spikenard gave off its fragrance” (Song of Songs 1:12). Its 
pleasant odor dissipated, leaving only an offensive odor. Rav said: 
Nevertheless, it is apparent from the verse that the affection of the Holy 
One, Blessed be He, is still upon us, as it is written euphemistically as 
“gave off its fragrance,’ and the verse did not write, it reeked. And the 
Sages taught: About those who are insulted and do not insult," who 
hear their shame and do not respond, who act out of love and are 
joyful in suffering, the verse says: “And they that love Him are as the 
sun going forth in its might” (Judges 5:31). 


With regard to the revelation at Sinai, Rabbi Yohanan said: What is the 
meaning of that which is written: “The Lord gives the word; the 
women that proclaim the tidings are a great host” (Psalms 68:12)? It 
means that each and every utterance that emerged from the mouth 
of the Almighty divided into seventy languages,’ a great host. And, 
similarly, the school of Rabbi Yishmael taught with regard to the verse: 
“Behold, is My word not like fire, declares the Lord, and like a hammer 
that shatters a rock?” (Jeremiah 23:29). Just as this hammer breaks a 
stone into several fragments, so too, each and every utterance that 
emerged from the mouth of the Holy One, Blessed be He, divided 
into seventy languages. The Gemara continues in praise of the Torah. 
Rav Hananel bar Pappa said: What is the meaning of that which is 
written: “Listen, for I will speak royal things, and my lips will open 
with upright statements” (Proverbs 8:6)? Why are matters of Torah 
likened to a king? To teach you that just as this king has the power to 
kill and to grant life, so too, matters of Torah have the power to kill 
and to grant life. 


And that is what Rava said: To those who are right-handed in their 
approach to Torah, and engage in its study with strength, good will, and 
sanctity, Torah is a drug of life, and to those who are left-handed in 
their approach to Torah, it is a drug of death. Alternatively, why are 
matters of Torah referred to as royal? Because to each and every utter- 
ance that emerged from the mouth of the Holy One, Blessed be He, 
two crowns are tied. Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said: What is the 
meaning of that which is written: “My beloved is to me like a bundle 
of myrrh that lies between my breasts” (Song of Songs 1:13)? The 
Congregation of Israel said before the Holy One, Blessed be He: 
Master of the Universe, even though my beloved, God, causes me 
suffering and bitterness, He still lies between my breasts. And Rabbi 
Yehoshua ben Levi interpreted the verse: “My beloved is to me like a 
cluster [eshkol] of henna [hakofer] in the vineyards of [karmei] Ein 
Gedi” (Song of Songs 1:14). He, Whom everything [shehakol] is His, 
forgives [mekhapper] me for the sin of the kid [gedi], i.e., the calf, 
that I collected [shekaramti] for myself. The Gemara explains: From 
where is it inferred that the word in this verse, karmei, is a term of 
gathering? Mar Zutra, son of Rav Nahman, said that it is as we learned 
in a mishna: A launderer’s chair upon which one gathers [koremim] 
the garments. 


HALAKHA 


Those who are insulted and do not insult - 
padiy PX) pany: A Torah scholar, as well as 
anyone who seeks to follow a righteous path, 
should be among those who are persecuted 
and not among those who persecute others; 
among those who are insulted, and not among 
those who insult. With regard to one who con- 
ducts himself in that manner, the verse says: 


“And He said to me, you are My servant Israel, in 


whom | will be glorified” (Isaiah 49:3; Rambam 
Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Deot 5:13). 


NOTES 
Divided into seventy languages - pom 
mw Dyw): This was done so the nations of 
the world could not claim that the reason they 
did not accept the Torah was because it was not 
written in their language (Maharsha). 


For the sin of the kid - 73 jy w: According to 
the commentaries on the Torah, the word gedi 
means any young offspring of a kosher animal, 
including a calf and a lamb. Therefore, the Torah 
does not use the term gedi on its own. Rather, it 
uses the seemingly redundant phrase, a gedi of 
goats [gedi izim]. Based on this understanding, 
the verse: “Do not cook a gedi in its mother’s 
milk” (Exodus 23:19, 34:26; Deuteronomy 14:21) 
is interpreted as prohibiting all kosher animals 
(Maharsha). 
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NOTES 
The Jewish people retreated — rind ere yun: 


According to some commentaries, after each utter- 


ance, the Jewish people felt that they had to again 
draw near to God (Beit Ya‘akov). 


Nine hundred and seventy four generations - yun 


ONT aya) Daw MK: This idea has been pre- 


sented elsewhere as: The Torah preceded creation of 
the world by 2,000 years. Some claim that the two 
calculations are equal (Ba‘al Halakhot Gedolot). The 
calculation is based on the following: There were 
ten generations from Adam to Noah, and ten from 


Noah to Abraham. Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, Levi, Ke- 


hat, and Amram are six additional generations. The 
last twenty-six of 1,000 generations began with the 
Creation. 


| am afraid lest they burn me with the breath 
of their mouths — bara DW? KAW IK KPNI 


ompaw: Moses feared the breath of the angels be- 


cause angels do not sin and, therefore, their breath is 
without sin. God told him to grasp the throne of glory, 
because God's glory comes from man. Although man 
is flesh and blood and subject to the influence of 
the evil inclination, nevertheless, he overcomes his 
inclination and honors God (Hoshev Mahshavot, Bina 
Le'ltim). 
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And Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said: What is the meaning of that 
which is written: “His cheeks are as a bed of spices, as banks of 
sweet herbs, his lips are lilies dripping with flowing myrrh” (Song 
of Songs 5:13)? It is interpreted homiletically: From each and every 
utterance that emerged from His cheeks, i.e., the mouth of the 

Holy One, Blessed be He, the entire world was filled with fragrant 
spices. And since the world was already filled by the first utterance, 
where was there room for the spices of the second utterance to go? 
The Holy One, Blessed be He, brought forth wind from His trea- 
suries and made the spices pass one at a time, leaving room for the 

consequences of the next utterance. As it is stated: “His lips are 

lilies [shoshanim] dripping with flowing myrrh.” Each and every 
utterance resulted in flowing myrrh. Do not read the word in the 

verse as shoshanim; rather, read it as sheshonim, meaning repeat. 
Each repeat utterance produced its own fragrance. 


And Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said: From each and every utter- 
ance that emerged from the mouth of the Holy One, Blessed be 

He, the souls of the Jewish people left their bodies, as it is stated: 
“My soul departed when he spoke” (Song of Songs 5:6). And since 

their souls left their bodies from the first utterance, how did they 
receive the second utterance? Rather, God rained the dew upon 

them that, in the future, will revive the dead, and He revived 

them, as it is stated: “You, God, poured down a bountiful rain; 

when Your inheritance was weary You sustained it” (Psalms 

68:10). And Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said: With each and every 
utterance that emerged from the mouth of the Holy One, Blessed 

be He, the Jewish people retreated" in fear twelve mil, and the 

ministering angels walked them back toward the mountain, as it 

is stated: “The hosts of angels will scatter [yidodun]” (Psalms 

68:13). Do not read the word as yidodun, meaning scattered; rather, 
read it as yedadun, they walked them. 


And Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said: When Moses ascended on 
High to receive the Torah, the ministering angels said before the 
Holy One, Blessed be He: Master of the Universe, what is one 
born ofa woman doing here among us? The Holy One, Blessed be 
He, said to them: He came to receive the Torah. The angels said 
before Him: The Torah is a hidden treasure that was concealed 
by you 974 generations" before the creation of the world, and you 
seek to give it to flesh and blood? As it is stated: “The word which 
He commanded to a thousand generations” (Psalms 105:8). Since 
the Torah, the word of God, was given to the twenty-sixth genera- 
tion after Adam, the first man, the remaining 974 generations must 
have preceded the creation of the world. “What is man that You 
are mindful of him and the son of man that You think of him?” 
(Psalms 8:5). Rather, “God our Lord, how glorious is Your name 
in all the earth that Your majesty is placed above the heavens” 
(Psalms 8:2). The rightful place of God’s majesty, the Torah, is in the 
heavens. 


The Holy One, Blessed be He, said to Moses: Provide them with 
an answer as to why the Torah should be given to the people. Moses 
said before Him: Master of the Universe, I am afraid lest they 
burn me with the breath of their mouths.’ God said to him: 
Grasp My throne of glory for strength and protection, and provide 
them with an answer. And from where is this derived? As it is 
stated: “He causes him to grasp the front of the throne, and 
spreads His cloud over it” (Job 26:9), and Rabbi Nahum said: 
‘This verse teaches that God spread the radiance of His presence 
and His cloud over Moses. Moses said before Him: Master of the 
Universe, the Torah that You are giving me, what is written in it? 
God said to him: “I am the Lord your God Who brought you out 
of Egypt from the house of bondage” (Exodus 20:2). Moses said to 
the angels: Did you descend to Egypt? Were you enslaved to 
Pharaoh? Why should the Torah be yours? Again Moses asked: 
What else is written in it? God said to him: “You shall have no 
other gods before Me” (Exodus 20:3). Moses said to the angels: Do 
you dwell among the nations who worship 
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idols that you require this special warning? Again Moses asked: What 

else is written in it? The Holy One, Blessed be He, said to him: “Re- 
member the Shabbat day to sanctify it” (Exodus 20:8). Moses asked 

the angels: Do you perform labor that you require rest from it? Again 

Moses asked: What else is written in it? “Do not take the name of the 

Lord your God in vain” (Exodus 20:7), meaning that it is prohibited to 

swear falsely. Moses asked the angels: Do you conduct business with 

one another that may lead you to swear falsely? Again Moses asked: 

What else is written in it? The Holy One, Blessed be He, said to him: 

“Honor your father and your mother” (Exodus 20:12). Moses asked 

the angels: Do you have a father or a mother that would render the 

commandment to honor them relevant to you? Again Moses asked: 

What else is written in it? God said to him: “You shall not murder, you 

shall not commit adultery, you shall not steal” (Exodus 20:13). Moses 

asked the angels: Is there jealousy among you, or is there an evil in- 
clination within you that would render these commandments relevant? 

Immediately they agreed with the Holy One, Blessed be He, that He 

made the right decision to give the Torah to the people, and as it is 

stated: “God our Lord, how glorious is Your name in all the earth” 
(Psalms 8:10), while “that Your majesty is placed above the heavens” 
is not written because the angels agreed with God that itis appropriate 

to give the Torah to the people on earth. 


Immediately, each and every one of the angels became an admirer of 
Moses and passed something to him, as it is stated: “You ascended 

on high, you took a captive, you took gifts on account of man, and 

even among the rebellious also that the Lord God might dwell there” 
(Psalms 68:19). The meaning of the verse is: In reward for the fact that 

they called you man, you are not an angel and the Torah is applicable 

to you, you took gifts from the angels. And even the Angel of Death 

gave him something, as Moses told Aaron how to stop the plague, as 

itis stated: “And he placed the incense, and he atoned for the people” 
(Numbers 17:12). And the verse says: “And he stood between the dead 

and the living, and the plague was stopped” (Numbers 17:13). Ifit were 

not that the Angel of Death told him this remedy, would he have 

known it? 


And Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said: When Moses descended from 
standing before the Holy One, Blessed be He, with the Torah, Satan 
came and said before Him:" Master of the Universe, where is the 
Torah? 

He said to him: I have given it to the earth. He went to the earth, and 
said to it: Where is the Torah? It said to him: I do not know, as only: 

“God understands its way, and He knows its place” (Job 28:23). 

He went to the sea and asked: Where is the Torah? And the sea said to 
him: “It is not with me.” 

He went to the depths and asked: Where is the Torah? And the depths 
said to him: “It is not within me.” And from where is it derived that 
the sea and the depths answered him this way? As it is stated: “The 
depth said: It is not within me, and the sea said: It is not with me” 
(Job 28:14). “Destruction and death said: We heard a rumor of it 
with our ears” (Job 28:22). 

Satan returned and said before the Holy One, Blessed be He: Master 
of the Universe, I searched for the Torah throughout all the earth 
and did not find it. He said to him: Go to Moses, son of Amram. 


NOTES 


Satan came and said before Him - wah WN) {OW KA: Satan and is unsuccessful in finding an area large enough to contain 


Srilrer 


is the perpetual prosecutor, constantly seeking to diminish the _ the Torah. Moses humbles himself and says that even though he 
merit of the inhabitants of the world. The Gemara relates that Sa- received the Torah, he is nevertheless not worthy of it. Therefore, 
tan opposed giving the Torah to this world, because no one in he was privileged to have the Torah called: The Torah of Moses 
the world deserves it. Therefore, he travels from place to place (Kur LeZahav). 
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NOTES 


Tying crowns to letters - nymixd pans Wip: Elsewhere, 


the Gemara reports that Rabbi Akiva interpreted each and 
every point on the crowns above the Torah's letters. This 


midrash relates that the Holy One, Blessed be He, was toil- 
ing to complete the writing of the Torah with those crowns. 


Incidentally, the Gemara mentions an additional lesson: One 
should conduct himself respectfully in every circumstance 
(Adderet Eliyahu). 


What is the reason that you do not frequent the school 
where you can study before them — nnsw xb NayD NI 
map: Some commentaries interpret this differently, saying 
that it was the questioner who asked Rav Kahana why he 
doesn't go study aggada with Rav Pappa and Rav Huna, son 


of Rav Yehoshua. They are very precise in their statements, 


even when discussing aggada, while Rav Kahana is not. 


Upon which hatred for the nations of the world 


descended - why obiya niaxd mxaw ayy: Some com- 


mentaries explain that the nations of the world began 
A different version of this statement, which appears in some 
collections of the midrash, supports this explanation. From 
he moment they received the Torah, the Jewish people 
became isolated. Still, most sources explain this differently, as 
indicating that hatred descended among the nations of the 
world. The revelation at Sinai introduced compulsory faith 


rect way to worship God. This became a bone of contention 
between the nations of the world. 
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He went to Moses and said to him: The Torah that the Holy 
One, Blessed be He, gave you, where is it? Moses evaded the 
question and said to him: And what am I that the Holy One, 
Blessed be He, would have given me the Torah? I am unworthy. 
The Holy One, Blessed be He, said to Moses: Moses, are you 
a fabricator? Moses said before Him: Master of the Universe, 
You have a hidden treasure in which You delight every day, as 
itis stated: “And I was His delight every day, playing before Him 
at every moment” (Proverbs 8:30). Should I take credit for 
myself and say that You gave it to me? The Holy One, Blessed 
be He, said to Moses: Since you belittled yourself, the Torah 
will be called by your name, as it is stated: “Remember the 
Torah of Moses My servant to whom I commanded at Horeb 
laws and statutes for all of Israel” (Malachi 3:22). 


And Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said: When Moses ascended 
on High, he found the Holy One, Blessed be He, tying crowns 
to letters." On the tops of certain letters there are ornamental 
crownlets. Moses said nothing, and God said to him: Moses, is 
there no greeting in your city? Do people not greet each other 
in your city? He said before Him: Does a servant greet his 
master? That would be disrespectful. He said to him: At least 
you should have assisted Me and wished Me success in My 
work. Immediately he said to Him: “And now, may the power 
of the Lord be great as you have spoken” (Numbers 14:17). 


And Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said: What is the meaning of 
that which is written: “And the people saw that Moses delayed 
[boshesh] to come down from the mount” (Exodus 32:1)? Do 
not read the word in the verse as boshesh; rather, read it as ba’u 
shesh, six hours have arrived. When Moses ascended on High, 
he told the the Jewish people: In forty days, at the beginning 
of six hours, I will come. After forty days, Satan came and 
brought confusion to the world by means of a storm, and it 
was impossible to ascertain the time. Satan said to the Jews: 
Where is your teacher Moses? They said to him: He ascended 
on High. He said to them: Six hours have arrived and he has 
not yet come. Surely he won't. And they paid him no attention. 
Satan said to them: Moses died. And they paid him no atten- 
tion. Ultimately, he showed them an image of his death-bed 
and an image of Moses’ corpse in a cloud. And that is what the 
Jewish people said to Aaron: “For this Moses, the man who 
brought us up out of the land of Egypt, we know not what has 
become of him” (Exodus 32:1). 


One of the Sages said to Rav Kahana: Did you hear what is 

the reason that the mountain was called Mount Sinai? Rav 
Kahana said to him: It is because it is a mountain upon which 
miracles [nissim] were performed for the Jewish people. The 

Sage said to him: If so, it should have been called Mount Nisai, 
the mountain of miracles. Rather, Rav Kahana said to him: It is 

a mountain that was a good omen [siman] for the Jewish 
people. The Sage said to him: If so, it should have been called 

Har Simanai, the mountain of omens. Rav Kahana said to him: 
What is the reason that you do not frequent the school where 

you can study before’ Rav Pappa and Rav Huna, son of Rav 
Yehoshua, who study aggada? As Rav Hisda and Rabba, son 
of Rav Huna, both said: What is the reason it is called Mount 

Sinai? It is because it is a mountain upon which hatred [sina] 

for the nations of the world descended" because they did not 
accept the Torah. And that is what Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi 

Hanina, said: The desert in which Israel remained for forty 
years has five names. Each name has a source and a rationale: 
The Zin Desert, because the Jewish people were commanded 

[nitztavu] in it; the Kadesh Desert, because the Jewish people 

were sanctified [nitkadshu] in it. The Kedemot Desert, be- 
cause the ancient [keduma] Torah, which preceded the world, 
was given in it. The Paran Desert, 
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because the Jewish people were fruitful [paru] and multiplied in it; 
the Sinai Desert, because hatred descended upon the nations of the 
world on it, on the mountain on which the Jewish people received the 
Torah. And what is the mountain’s true name? Horeb is its name. And 
that disputes the opinion of Rabbi Abbahu, as Rabbi Abbahu said: 
Mount Sinai is its name. And why is it called Mount Horeb? It is be- 
cause destruction [hurba] of the nations of the world descended 
upon it. 


We learned in the mishna: From where is it derived that one ties a 
scarlet strip of wool to the scapegoat? As it says: “If your sins be like 
scarlet [kashanim], they will become white like snow” (Isaiah 1:18). The 
Gemara wonders at this: Why does the verse use the plural form: 
Kashanim? It should have used the singular form: Kashani. Rabbi 
Yitzhak said that the Holy One, Blessed be He, said to the Jewish 
people: Even if your sins are as numerous as those years [kashanim]" 
that have proceeded continuously from the six days of Creation 
until now, they will become white like snow. Rava taught: What is 
the meaning of that which is written: “Go please and let us reason 
together, the Lord will say” (Isaiah 1:18)? Why does the verse say: Go 
please? It should have said: Come please. And why does the verse say: 
The Lord will say? The prophet’s message is based on something that 
God already said. Therefore, the verse should have said: God said. 
Rather, the explanation of this verse is that in the future that will sure- 
ly come, the Holy One, Blessed be He, will say to the Jewish people: 
Go please to your Patriarchs, and they will rebuke you. 


And the Jewish people will say before Him: Master of the Universe, 
to whom shall we go? Shall we go to Abraham, to whom You said: 
“Know certainly that your seed shall be a stranger in a land that is not 
theirs, and shall serve them; and they shall afflict them four hundred 
years” (Genesis 15:13), and he did not ask for mercy on our behalf? Or 
perhaps we should go to Isaac, who blessed Esau and said: “And it shall 
come to pass when you shall break loose, that you shall shake his yoke 
from off your neck” (Genesis 27:40), and he did not ask for mercy on 
our behalf. Or perhaps we should go to Jacob, to whom You said: “I 
will go down to Egypt with you” (Genesis 46:4), and he did not ask 
for mercy on our behalf. And if so, to whom shall we go? Shall we go 
to our Patriarchs, who do not have mercy on us? Rather, now God 
Himself says what punishment we deserve. The Holy One, Blessed be 
He, said to them: Since you made yourselves dependent on Me, “If 
your sins be like scarlet, they will become white like snow.’ 


Apropos the Jewish people assessing their forefathers, the Gemara cites 

a related teaching. Rabbi Shmuel bar Nahmani said that Rabbi Yo- 
natan said: What is the meaning of that which is written: “For You 

are our Father; for Abraham knows us not, and Israel does not ac- 
knowledge us; You, Lord, are our Father, our Redeemer, everlasting 

is Your name” (Isaiah 63:16). In the future that will surely come, the 

Holy One, Blessed be He, will say to Abraham: Your children have 

sinned against Me. Abraham will say before Him: Master of the Uni- 
verse, if so, let them be eradicated to sanctify Your name. God said: 

I will say it to Jacob. Since he experienced the pain of raising children, 
perhaps he will ask for mercy on their behalf. He said to Jacob: Your 

children have sinned. Jacob said before Him: Master of the Universe, 
if so, let them be eradicated to sanctify Your name. The Holy One, 
Blessed be He, said: There is no reason in elders and no wisdom in 

youth. Neither Abraham nor Jacob knew how to respond properly. He 

said to Isaac: Your children have sinned against Me. Isaac said before 

Him:" Master of the Universe, are they my children and not Your 

children? At Sinai, when they accorded precedence to “We will do” 
over “We will listen” before You, didn’t You call them, “My son, My 
firstborn son Israel” (Exodus 4:22)? Now that they have sinned, are 

they my children and not Your children? 


NOTES 


Your sins are as numerous as those years — Ym? 
Dw ODOM: Some commentaries explain this 
statement according to the Jerusalem Talmud, 
where it is stated: When one commits a sin that is 
typical for a person of his age, e.g., a young man is 
drawn by lust for women, or an older man seeks 
honor, the Holy One, Blessed be He, forgives him. 
However, one who commits sins that are atypical 
for a person of his age is not forgiven. 


Isaac comes to the defense of the Jewish peo- 
ple — byw by mst tian pry: Why is Isaac the 
one who comes to the Jewish people's defense? 
Some explain that Isaac is acting in character. Even 
in his own lifetime, he showed compassion for 
his sinful son Esau and did not judge him harshly. 
Similarly, Abraham and Jacob were also acting in 
character. When the Jewish people stand in judg- 
ment, Abraham and Jacob are, characteristically, 
not so compassionate; they were also tougher on 
their own children and not as forgiving of their 
sins (/yyun Ya'akov). 
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HALAKHA 


One who carries out wood - D’¥y xxiait: The mea- 


sure that determines liability for carrying out wood on 
Shabbat is equivalent to the amount of wood used to 
cook a fig-bulk of a chicken egg beaten with oil and 
placed in a stew pot. This is in accordance with the 


mishna and the parallel discussion on daf 80b (Ram- 


bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 18:4). 


Spices - phan: The measure that determines liability 
for carrying out spices on Shabbat is equivalent to the 
quantity of spices needed to season an egg (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 18:5). 


Dyes and laundry substances - 1923 "yam DYXY: 
The measure that determines liability for carrying out 
dyes or laundry materials on Shabbat is equivalent 
to the amount that is used to dye or launder a small 
garment the size of a woman's hairnet (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 18:8). 


BACKGROUND 
Nutshells and pomegranate peels — pr prints > 
oii: Nutshells are the source of a light-brown dye 


used for dyeing woven wool and silk. It is a very resil- 


ient dye that rarely fades. Pomegranate peels provide 
a stable orange dye when combined with alum. These 
dyes were used until the current era, when synthetic 
dyes replaced most plant-based dyes. 


NOTES 
Atop a woman's hairnet - 7320 99: A variant reading 


in the Gemara is to launder a woman's hairnet. The Ge- 


mara is discussing dyeing the entire hairnet, an example 
of a small garment (Meiri). 


LANGUAGE 


Kimolian earth [Kimoleya] - sinp: From the Greek 
KıpwAia, kimolia, a special type of white mortar from 
the island of Kimolos that is used as soap. 


Key [aklida] - xp opr: From the Greek xÀeíç, kleis, or 
xAeida, kleida, in the accusative form, meaning key. 
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And furthermore, how much did they actually sin? How longis a 

person’s life? Seventy years. Subtract the first twenty years of his 

life. One is not punished for sins committed then, as in heavenly 
matters, a person is only punished from age twenty. Fifty years re- 
main for them. Subtract twenty-five years of nights, and twenty- 
five years remain for them. Subtract twelve and a half years during 
which one prays and eats and uses the bathroom, and twelve and 

a half years remain for them. If You can endure them all and for- 
give the sins committed during those years, excellent. And if not, 
half of the sins are upon me to bear and half upon You. And if You 

say that all of them, the sins of all twelve anda half years that remain, 
are upon me, I sacrificed my soul before You and You should 

forgive them due to my merit. The Jewish people began to say to 

Isaac: You are our father. Only Isaac defended the Jewish people 

as a father would and displayed compassion toward his children. 
Isaac said to them: Before you praise me, praise the Holy One, 
Blessed be He. And Isaac points to the Holy One, Blessed be He, 
before their eyes. Immediately they lifted their eyes to the heav- 
ens and say: “You, Lord, are our Father, our Redeemer, everlast- 
ing is Your name.” 


And since the Gemara mentioned Jacob’s descent to Egypt, the 
Gemara cites that which Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba said that Rabbi 
Yohanan said: Our father Jacob should have gone down to Egypt 
in iron chains as would an exile against his will, as decreed by God 
and related to Abraham. However, his merit caused him to descend 
without suffering, as it is written: “I drew them with cords of man, 
with bands of love, and I was to them as they that take off the yoke 
on their jaws, and I fed them gently” (Hosea 11:4). 


MI S H N A After an extended digression for a discussion 
of matters unrelated to the halakhot of Shab- 
bat, this mishna resumes treatment of the halakhot of carrying from 
domain to domain on Shabbat. One who carries out wood" on 
Shabbat is liable for a measure equivalent to the amount of wood 
necessary to cook an easily cooked egg. The measure that deter- 
mines liability for carrying out spices" is equivalent to that which 
is used to season an easily cooked egg. And all types of spices join 
together with one another to constitute the measure for liability. 
The measure that determines liability for carrying out nutshells, 
pomegranate peels,’ safflower, and madder, which are used to 
produce dyes, is equivalent to the amount that is used to dye a 
small garment placed atop a woman’s hairnet." The measure that 
determines liability for carrying out urine, natron, and borit, Kimo- 
lian earth [Kimoleya],' and potash, all of which are abrasive mate- 
rials used for laundry," is equivalent to the amount that is used to 
launder a small garment placed atop a woman’s hairnet. And 
Rabbi Yehuda says: The measure that determines liability for these 
materials is equivalent to that which is used to remove a stain. 


GEMARA With regard to the measure of wood, the 


Gemara asks: Didnt we already learn it 
once? As we learned in a mishna: The measure that determines li- 
ability for carrying out a reed is equivalent to that which is used to 
make a quill. And if the reed was thick and unfit for writing, or if 
it was fragmented, the measure that determines its liability is equiv- 
alent to that which is used to cook an egg most easily cooked, one 
that is already beaten and placed in a stew pot. The measure of 
firewood is clearly delineated. The Gemara answers: Still, this mish- 
na is necessary. You might have said: There, the measure of the 
crushed reed reflects the fact that it is not suitable for anything 
other than kindling. However, regarding wood that is suitable to 
be used as a tooth of a key [aklida],' the measure that determines 
its liability should be even any small amount. Therefore, it teaches 
us that wood is typically designated for burning, and that deter- 
mines the measure for liability for carrying out wood on Shabbat. 
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We learned in the mishna that all types of spices join together with 
one another to constitute the measure equivalent to that which 
is used to season an easily cooked egg. The Gemara raises a 
contradiction from that which we learned elsewhere: Spices, 
which are prohibited due to two or three different prohibitions, 
e.g., one is prohibited due to orla, and one due to the prohibition 
of untithed produce, and they were all of a single species (To- 
safot), or if they were of three different species, are prohibited, 
and they join together with each other to constitute a complete 
measure. And Hizkiya said: 


They taught this halakha in the case of sweet types, because they 
are fit to be mixed together to sweeten the food in a pot. The 
Gemara infers: The reason that they join together with one an- 
other is that they are suitable to sweeten the food in a pot to- 
gether. However, if that is not so, then they do not join together 
with one another. Apparently, spices, in general, do not join to- 
gether to constitute a complete measure. The Gemara answers: 
Here, too, the mishna is referring to a case where they are suitable 
to sweeten the food in a pot. 


We learned in the mishna: The measure that determines liability 
for carrying out nutshells, pomegranate peels, safflower and 
madder, which are used to produce dyes, is equivalent to that 
which is used to dye a small garment that is placed atop a woman’s 
hairnet. And the Gemara raised a contradiction from what we 
learned elsewhere in a mishna: One who carries out herbs that 
were soaked in water is liable if he carried out a measure equiva- 
lent to the amount used to dye a sample the size of a stopper, for 
the shuttle of a loom. This refers to a small swath of wool that a 
weaver places on the loom, as a color sample. The herbs were 
soaked in water because this was how they were prepared for use 
as dyes. Apparently, according to this Gemara, the measure for 
liability is not is the amount used to dye a small garment. The 
Gemara replies: Wasn't it stated with regard to that mishna that 
Rav Nahman said that Rabba bar Avuh said: In the case of 
soaked dyes, the measure for liability is smaller because a person 
does not go to the trouble to soak herbs just to dye a sample for 
the shuttle of a loom. He will only begin soaking herbs to dye a 
more significant garment. However, for herbs that are soaking and 
are ready for use as a dye, the measure for liability is smaller, i.e., 
sufficient to dye a sample. 


The mishna mentioned abrasive materials used for laundry, among 
them urine. The Gemara clarifies the nature of the listed materials. 
The Sages taught in a baraita: The urine mentioned in the mishna 
is urine" that is up to forty days old." After that, its acidity weak- 
ens, rendering it unsuitable for that purpose. With regard to the 
natron, the Sage taught in a baraita: This refers to Alexandrian 
natron from the cityin Egypt, and not to natron from Anpantrin,® 
which is of a different quality. With regard to the borit mentioned 
in the mishna, Rav Yehuda said: That is sand. The Gemara asks: 
Wasn’t it taught in a baraita: Borit and sand? Since both terms 
are listed, borit cannot be sand. Rather, what is borit? It is sulphur. 


BACKGROUND 


HALAKHA 
Urine - oon »3: Urine can be used as a laundry detergent. 
As a result, if it is less than forty days old, it is prohibited 
to carry it out, as per the Rambam’s Commentary on the 
Mishna (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 18:8). 


NOTES 


Alexandrian natron and natron from Anpantrin — 12 


of ‘Production, and their quality. Alexandrian natron exists in 


types of natron relates to oe are produced, the method Natron made in Anpantrin, in Eretz Yisrael, is made from plants. 


Urine that is up to forty days old - oY Dya% ja Y porn: 
Some commentaries explain that this refers to the urine of an 
infant who is less than forty days old (see Tosafot). 
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NOTES 

Anything that has a root — 1 b ww Sp: Ac- 
cording to one commentary, this phrase refers to 
any vegetable that has a root that is inedible, but 
fruits or leaves that are edible. The halakhot of the 
Sabbatical year apply to those plants, including 
the obligation to remove all Sabbatical year pro- 
duce from one's possession once it is out of season. 
However, the halakhot of the Sabbatical year do 
not apply to a plant that does not have a separate 
root, e.g. a radish, whose root is eaten (Ritva). 


One who carries out sacred objects — 137 Mx 17 
wp: The conclusion drawn from the mishna is 
that even Rabbi Shimon agrees, with regard to the 
stones of the altar, that one is liable. Indeed, that 
is stated explicitly in the Jerusalem Talmud. The 
disagreement between Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi 
Shimon is with regard to carrying out idols to be 
burned or cast into the Dead Sea (Ramban). 


A virgin rosebud — 471173 nana: According to Rav 
Hai Gaon’s version of the Gemara, a virgin rosebud 
is a red, embroidered, decorative ornament that 
looks like a rose and is known as petilat havered. 


BACKGROUND 

Eshlag - vx: The identity of the various soap 
plants mentioned i in the Gemara is uncertain. From 
the Gemara it appears that even then, in the amo- 
raic era, these matters were unclear. Nevertheless, 
we can learn from Shmuel's depiction that eshlag 
is produced from seaweed, which grew in those 
places in the sea where pearls are found. Natron 
and other soap components were produced from 
eshlag. 


Headache - xony: All commentaries identify 
this term with a migraine headache. Apparently, 
tar was used as a remedy due to its strong odor. 
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The Gemara raises an objection based on plants whose use is prohib- 
ited during the Sabbatical year. They added bulbs of ornithogalum and 

wormwood, and borit, and aloe. And if it would enter your mind to 

say that borit is sulphur, is there sulphur that is subject to the halakhot 
of the Sabbatical year? Didn’t we learn in a mishna that this is the 

principle: Anything that has a root" and grows is subject to the hala- 
khot of the Sabbatical year, and anything that does not have a root is 

not subject to the halakhot of the Sabbatical year. Rather, what is the 

boriť? It is aloe. The Gemara asks: Wasn't it taught in a baraita: And 

borit and aloe? Since both terms are listed, borit cannot be aloe. Rath- 
er, there are two types of aloe. One of them is called borit. 


With regard to the Kimolian earth mentioned in the mishna, Rav Ye- 
huda said: This is the earth referred to as pull out stick in [shelof dotz]. 
With regard to the eshlag® mentioned in the mishna, Shmuel said: I 
asked all of the seafarers with regard to the identity of eshlag, and they 
told me that it is called shonana, and can be found in the shell of the 
pearl, and is removed using a iron skewer. 


MI S H N A? The measure that determines liability for carry- 


ing out pepper on Shabbat is any amount. Sim- 
ilarly, the measure that determines liability for carrying out tar" is any 
amount. The measure that determines liability for carrying out various 
kinds of perfumes and various kinds of metals is any amount. The 
measure that determines liability for carrying out stones of the altar or 
earth of the altar, sacred scrolls or their coverings" that became tat- 
tered due to an insect called mekek that destroys scrolls, and mekek that 
destroys their coverings, is any amount. That is because people store 
them in order to bury them, due to their sanctity, and accord signifi- 
cance to even a small measure of those items. Rabbi Yehuda says: Even 
one who carries out accessories of idolatry on Shabbat is liable for 
carrying out any amount, as it is stated: “And there shall cleave noth- 
ing of the proscribed items to your hand” (Deuteronomy 13:18). Since 
even the smallest amount is prohibited and must be burned, any amount 
is significant. 


G E M ARA The Gemara asks: For what use is any amount 


of pepper suited? The Gemara answers: For 
dispelling mouth odor. For what use is any amount of tar suited? It is 
suited for curing a headache.’ We learned in the mishna that one is li- 
able for carrying out any amount of various kinds of perfumes on 
Shabbat. The Sages taught in a baraita: Even one who carries out an 
object with a foul odor" on Shabbat for medicinal or similar purposes, 
is liable for carrying out any amount. The measure that determines li- 
ability for carrying out fine perfumed oil is any amount. The measure 
that determines liability for carrying out purple dye is any amount. The 
measure that determines liability for carrying out a virgin rosebud" 
on Shabbat is one bud. 


We learned in the mishna: The measure that determines liability for 
carrying out various kinds of metals" is any amount. The Gemara asks: 
For what use is any amount of metal suited, that it renders one liable 
for carrying it out? It was taught in a baraita: Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar 
says: Because a small amount of iron is fit to make a small nail. 


HALAKHA 


Pepper and tar - pwy) mbabs: With regard to carrying out pep- 
per or tar that can be used medicinally on Shabbat, the mea- 
sure for liability is any amount (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 18:5). 


Broken pieces of sacred articles - nyp wmn Aw: With regard 
to carrying out fragments of broken sacred articles, such as tattered 
holy books or objects used in the Temple, the measure for liability is 
any amount. These fragments are significant because they are kept 
and placed in storage in order to bury them (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 18:5). 


Perfumes and a foul odor — ym) Bawa: With regard to carrying 


out spices, oils, or foul-smelling objects used medicinally, the mea- 
sure for liability is any amount, as per the mishna and the baraita 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 18:5). 


Purple dye and a virgin rosebud — 37117 nina paste: The 
measure that determines liability for carrying out a virgin 
rosebud on Shabbat is one bud. For purple dye, the measure 
for liability is any amount (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 18:5). 


Various kinds of metals — misma ‘2: The measure that determines 
liability for carrying out hard metals on Shabbat is any amount 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 18:5). 
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Since the Gemara is discussing the measure that determines liabil- 
ity for carrying out metal on Shabbat, it discusses the related 
halakhot of objects consecrated to the Temple. The Sages taught 
in a baraita: In the case of one who vows without specifying an 
amount, and says: It is incumbent upon me to donate iron to the 
Temple," Aherim say: He must donate no less than a cubit by a 
cubit of iron. The Gemara asks: For what use is metal that size 
suited? Rav Yosef said: For a raven impediment. The roof of the 
Temple was covered with iron surfaces with protruding nails to 
prevent ravens from perching there. And some say a slightly dif- 
ferent version. Aherim say: He must donate no less than the iron 
necessary for a raven impediment. And how much iron is that? 
Rav Yosef said: A cubit by a cubit. One who vows to donate 
copper must donate no less than the value of a ma‘a of silver. It 
was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Eliezer says: One must donate 
no less than the amount needed to forge a small copper hook. 
The Gemaraasks: For what Temple use is that suited? Abaye said: 
They use it to scrape the wicks from the candelabrum, and clean 
the lamps with it. 


We learned in the mishna: The measure that determines liability 
for carrying out sacred scrolls or their coverings that became tat- 
tered due to an insect called mekek that destroys scrolls, and 
another type of mekek that destroys their coverings, is any 
amount. Rabbi Yehuda said: These insects,® the mekek that de- 
stroys scrolls, the tekhakh that attacks silk, and the ila that eats 
grapes, and the pe that eats figs, and the ha that eats 
pomegranates,’ all pose danger to one who swallows them. The 
Gemara relates: A certain student was sitting before Rabbi 
Yohanan and was eating figs. The student said to Rabbi Yohanan: 
My teacher, are there thorns in figs? Rabbi Yohanan said to him: 
The pe killed that fellow. The insect in the fig had punctured the 


student’s throat. 
MI SHN One who carries out a merchant’s 
basket," even if there are many types of 
spices and jewelry in it, is obligated to bring only one sin-offer- 
ing, because he performed only one act of carrying out. The 
measure that determines liability for carrying out garden seeds™ 
on Shabbat is less than a fig-bulk. Rabbi Yehuda ben Beteira 
says: The measure for liability is five seeds. 


HALAKHA 


Measures of donated objects - niat "yyw: One who do- 
nates a silver coin to the Temple must give no less than a 
silver dinar. One who vows to donate a copper coin must give 
at least the copper equivalent of a maʻa of silver. One who 
donates iron to the Temple must give at least a square cubit 
of iron, which can be used in installing a raven impediment 
(Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Arakhin 2:9). 


A merchant's basket - posing nap: One who carries out 


a merchant's basket on Shabbat is liable to bring only one 
sin-offering, even if it contained different types of objects 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 18:28). 


Garden seeds — 733 ‘pt: With regard to carrying out ined- 
ible garden seeds on Shabbat, the measure for liability is less 
than a dried fig-bulk. The measure that determines liability 
for carrying out cucumber, squash, or Egyptian bean seeds 
is two seeds (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 18:6). 


BACKGROUND 

Types of insects — 0979 +3: With regard to the different in- 
sects mentioned in the Gemara, there is neither an oral nor a 
written tradition that would enable their identification with 
any degree of certainty. Perhaps the tekhakh that attacks silk is 
the Tineola bisselliella, the clothing moth, and perhaps the pe 
that eats figs is the Ceroplastes rusci, the fig wax scale. The ha 
that eats pomegranates is the Virachola livia, the pomegran- 
ate butterfly. 


And the ha that eats pomegranates — ‘34°79 77: Apparently, 
the ha of pomegranates is the Virachola livia, the pomegranate 
butterfly. This butterfly lays its eggs in the fruit of the pome- 
granate and acacia trees. The larvae burrow holes into the 
peel of the fruit and enter it, causing considerable damage to 
the fruits. When they reach their full size, up to 18 mm, they 
metamorphose into a butterfly with brown, blue-streaked 
wings. Their wingspan can reach up to 32 mm. 


Mature female pomegranate butterfly 


NOTES 
Garden seeds — 1393 3y Mt: The ruling of Rabbi Yehuda ben 
Beteira is more stringent than that of the Rabbis. However, he 
would agree with the Rabbis that one who carried fewer than 


five seeds, which totaled a fig-bulk, is liable for carrying out 
(Adderet Eliyahu). 
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NOTES 
Live kosher locust — vip 1M 237: According to the Jerusa- 
lem Talmud, Rabbi Yehuda maintains that one may not use 
a live kosher locust for any purpose. It is inappropriate to 
play with food. 


Tzipporet keramim - 02 NYY: In the Jerusalem Talmud 
the opinion is cited that the tzipporet keramim serves as a 
talisman for sick women. 


BACKGROUND 


Tzipporet keramim — 0373 NB¥: Modern scholars have 
been unable to arrive at a clear conclusion with regard to 
the identity of the tzipporet keramim. However, based on the 
sources, it seems to be a close relative of the common locust. 
Some suggest that it is the Egyptian locust, the Anacridium 
aegyptium, which is the largest species of locust in the East. 
The length of the female reaches up to 9 cm. Its color is 
reddish-yellow, and its wings are grey-brown. 


Brightly colored locust 


Palm fronds and vines — pt nim a sx: The geonim 
explain that palm fronds are palm leaves that are split into 
two or four, and then woven into ropes. Palm vines are fibers 
peeled off of the tree itself and used as thread in sewing. 
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The measure that determines liability for carrying out cucumber 
seeds is two seeds because they are large and conspicuous. The 
measure that determines liability for carrying out squash seeds is 
two seeds. The measure that determines liability for carrying out 
seeds of Egyptian beans is two. The measure that determines liabil- 
ity for carrying out a live kosher locust" is any amount. For car- 
rying out a dead kosher locust, which is edible, it is the same as any 
other food, a fig-bulk. The measure that determines liability for 
carrying out the locust called tzipporet keramim,“® whether dead 
or alive, is any amount; this is because one stores them for me- 
dicinal purposes or as a talisman, which renders even a small quan- 
tity significant. Rabbi Yehuda says: Even one who carries out a 
live non-kosher locust is liable for carrying out any amount, be- 
cause people store locusts for a child who wants to play with it. 


G E M A RA We learned in the mishna the measure that 


determines liability for carrying out garden 
seeds on Shabbat. And the Gemara raised a contradiction from 
what we learned: The measure that determines liability for carrying 
out compost and fine sand on Shabbat is equivalent to that which 
is used to fertilize a cabbage stalk; this is the statement of Rabbi 
Akiva. And the Rabbis say: Equivalent to that which is used to 
fertilize a single leek. Even a single plant is a significant amount. 
Rav Pappa said: This smaller measure applies to a case where the 
seed was already planted and growing. In that case, one carries out 
manure to fertilize one plant. That larger measure applies to a case 
where the seed was not yet planted, because a person does not go 
to the trouble to carry out a single seed for planting. 


With regard to what the mishna said about the measure for carrying 
out cucumber and squash seeds, the Sages taught: One who car- 
ries out date pits" on Shabbat, ifhe did so in order to plant, he is 

liable for carrying out two pits. Ifhe did so in order for the animals 

to eat, he is liable for carrying out enough to fill a pig’s mouth. And 

how much is enough to fill a pig’s mouth? One date pit. If he did 

so in order to burn the pits, the measure that determines liability is 

equivalent to that which is used to cook an easily cooked egg. If 
he carried them out in order to use them to count, the measure for 
liability is two pits. Aherim say the measure for liability is five pits. 
A person is capable of keeping track of up to five items without help. 
The Sages taught: One who carries out two hairs" from a horse’s 

tail or from a cow’s tail on Shabbat is liable, since people store 

them to use in traps. The measure that determines liability for car- 
rying out stiff hair of a pig is one hair. It is significant because it is 

used to sew shoes. The measure that determines liability for carrying 
out palm fronds is two fronds, but the measure for palm vines,’ 

which are peeled off the frond and are thinner, is one vine. 


HALAKHA 


Locust — 33m: With regard to carrying out a live kosher locust 
on Shabbat, the measure for liability is any size. For carrying out 
a dead kosher locust on Shabbat, the measure for liability is a 
dried fig-bulk (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 18:18). 


Tzipporet keramim — 032 NY% With regard to carrying out 
tzipporet keramim, orother objects that people store for medici- 
nal purposes, whether dead or alive, the measure for liability is 
any amount (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 18:18). 


One who carries out date pits — D273 x»¥ iai: With regard to 
carrying out date pits for animal feed, the measure for liability 
is five. In the variant reading of the Rambam, it does not say 
that one pit is enough to fill a pig's mouth. The measure that 


determines liability for carrying out pits for planting or counting 
is two. The measure that determines liability for carrying out 
pits for burning is the same as the measure that determines 
liability for firewood. This is in accordance with the Josefta, 
which agrees with the mishna (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 18:7). 


One who carries out two hairs — pay 2 xx 1a: The measure 
that determines liability for carrying out hair from a horse's tail 
is two, for carrying out the stiff hair of a pig is one. The measure 
that determines liability for carrying out palm fronds is two 
and for one palm strip is one (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 18:13). 
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We learned in the mishna: With regard to carrying out the locust 

called tzipporet keramim, whether dead or alive, the measure for 
liability is any amount. This is because one stores them for me- 
dicinal purposes or as a talisman, which renders even one locust 

significant. The Gemara asks: What is tzipporet keramim? Rav 
said: It is the locust called palya biari. Abaye said: And it can be 

found in a palm tree that has only one vine, and it is used as a 

talisman for wisdom. One eats its right half, and casts its left half 
into a copper tube, and seals it with sixty seals, and hangs it on 

his left arm. And the mnemonic reminding you which half to eat 
and which half to hang on the arm is the verse: “A wise heart to 

his right and a foolish heart to his left” (Ecclesiastes 10:2). And 

one then grows wise as much as he wants, and studies as much 

as he wants, and then eats the other half, as if he does not do so, 
his learning will be forgotten. 


We learned in the mishna that Rabbi Yehuda says: Even one who 
carries out a live non-kosher locust is liable for carrying out any 
amount, because people store locusts for play. The Gemara ex- 
plains: And the first tanna holds that people do not give children 
non-kosher locusts for play. What is the reason for this? Due to 
the concern that perhaps the child will eat it. And the Gemara 
asks: If so, it should also be prohibited to give a child a kosher 
locust, lest the child will eat it, as the Gemara related that Rav 
Kahana stood before Rav and passed a live kosher locust near 
his mouth. Rav said to Rav Kahana: Put it down, so that people 
will not mistakenly say: He is eating it and violating the prohi- 
bition of “You shall not make yourselves detestable” (Leviticus 
11:43). Apparently, eating a kosher locust is prohibited while it is 
alive. Rather, even according to the unattributed mishna, there 
is no room for concern that a young child will eat a locust with 
which he is playing. The reason that the first tanna prohibits giv- 
ing a non-kosher locust to a child for play is the concern that 
perhaps it will die and he will eat it. And Rabbi Yehuda, who 
permits giving a non-kosher locust to a child for play, does not 
share that concern. If the locust dies, the child will eulogize it 
and mourn its death, and certainly would not eat it. 
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In this chapter, very few matters directly related to the laws of Shabbat were discussed. 
Most of the chapter was devoted to diverse halakhic and aggadic subjects, which 
relate to each other in superficial form only and not in actual content. 


Only the very last mishna in this chapter related back to the subject matter of Chapter 
Eight, namely, the measures that are considered significant with regard to the prohi- 
bition of carrying from one domain to another on Shabbat. The other topics treated 
include discussions of ritual purity and impurity, specifically: The impurity of idols, 
the status of sea vessels with regard to ritual purity, laws related to abstaining from 
conjugal relations at specified times, and the laws of prohibited mixtures of species. 
What all of these halakhot have in common is that they are not based primarily upon 
the Written Torah. Rather, they were derived either from Sinaitic tradition or from 
rabbinic mandates and safeguards, or they were homiletic explications of biblical 
verses that support the halakhot in question but were, essentially, merely asmakhtot, 
suggestive hints. 


This chapter contained a passage which is generally considered one of the most 
difficult in the entire Talmud, the passage known as aruga, meaning furrow. The 
discussion here focused on the complex laws of forbidden mixtures of seeds, which 
most halakhic authorities consider to be essentially of rabbinic origin. This passage 
was an excellent example of how the Talmud discusses, in detail, issues that do not 
derive from real-life circumstances but are hypothetical in nature. Such discussions 
are paradigmatic of studying Torah for its own sake, inasmuch as they thoroughly 
analyze every conceivable aspect of the subject at hand. 


With regard to the laws of ritual purity and impurity, the chapter focused on three 
exceptional examples. The impurity of idols has, as its source, a rabbinic decree de- 
signed to completely distance the Jew from the worship of alien divinities. Therefore, 
in addition to the biblical prohibitions against using and possessing idolatrous images 
and figures, the rabbis instituted stringencies against even touching them. 


The laws pertaining to the ritual impurity of semen, based upon explicit verses in 
the Torah, were expanded significantly by the Sages. These laws have implications 
for Jewish practice to this very day with regard to the purification of a menstruat- 
ing woman. In addition, the halakhot governing the ritual purity of ships were also 
discussed here. 


A significant portion of Chapter Nine was devoted to the topic of the giving of the 
Torah, or the Revelation. The chapter included a very detailed discussion of the 
precise determination of the date of the giving of the Torah and the extent to which 
this date coincides with the festival of Shavuot. The chapter also included much ag- 
gadic material describing the miraculous way in which the Torah was given to the 
Jewish people. 


Summary of 
Perek IX 
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This chapter, like the previous ones, discusses the category of creative labor [melakha] 
known as carrying out. However, its primary focus is to clarify one aspect of this 
category. 


Until this point, the discussions have focused on the volume of the object being car- 
ried out. In other words, what is the volume necessary for an object to be considered 
significant? Only a significant object renders its carrier liable for this labor. This 
chapter, however, deals with the manner in which the carrying is performed. Under 
which conditions are the actions involved in the carrying considered to have been 
performed in a standard and customary manner, so that the act qualifies as bona 
fide carrying, and under which conditions is the act done in what is considered an 
unusual manner, so that the person is not liable for bona fide carrying? 


Furthermore, if the carrying is performed by means of a vessel or utensil, what are 
the halakhic issues that then come into play? Do we assess the action in terms of the 
essence of what is being carried, i.e., the object in the vessel, or is the vessel itself also 
ofimport? For example, how do we assess the action if the vessel contains a measure 
of the object that is less than the minimum amount required for the person to be 
judged liable for carrying? To give another example, how do we assess the action if 
the vessel itself has been only partially removed from its domain, but the entire con- 
tents of the vessel are already in the other domain? Do we determine liability based 
on the container or based on the object contained? 


The following question arises frequently with regard to the primary category of 
carrying out, but it is also relevant to other categories of creative labor: What is the 
rule for labor done by more than one person? Do we consider all those involved in 
the labor equally liable, are only some of them liable, or are they all perhaps exempt 
from punishment? 


The clarification of these issues, as well as several matters that complete the topic of 
the fundamental rules of minimum measures, form the basis of this chapter. 


Introduction to 
Perek X 
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One who stores a seed for sowing," or as a 
MISHNA > 


sample, or for medicinal purposes and 
carried it out on Shabbat is liable for carrying out any amount. 
By storing that measure, he indicates that it is significant to him. 
Therefore, he is liable for carrying it, despite the fact that what he 
carried outis less than the halakhic measure that determines liabil- 
ity for that item. And any other person is only liable for carrying 
it out on Shabbat if he carries out its measure for liability. If one 
stored the seed, carried it out, and then brought it back in, with 
no intention to utilize it for the specific purpose for which he stored 
it, he is only liable if he brought in its measure for liability (Rav 
Shmuel Strashun). 


GEMARA The Gemara asks: Why does the mishna 


teach: One who stores a seed for a spe- 
cific purpose and carried it out? Let the mishna simply teach: One 
who carries out a seed for planting, or as a sample, or for me- 
dicinal purposes is liable for carrying out any amount. One is not 
liable for storing the seed. He is liable for carrying out less than the 
measure that determines liability because he attributed significance 
to that measure. Abaye said: With what we are dealing here? We 
are dealing with a case where one stored it for a specific purpose 
and forgot why he stored it,™ and now he carries it out for no 
specific purpose. 


Lest you say that in doing so his original intention is completely 
nullified, since when he carries it out he is no longer conscious of 
the reason that he stored it, the tanna of the mishna teaches us that 
anyone who performs an action with an object with which he had 
dealings in the past, performs the action with the original inten- 
tion in mind. 


Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: Rabbi Meir deemed liable 

one who carried out even a single wheat seed for sowing on Shab- 
bat. The Gemara asks: This is obvious. We learned in the mishna 

that the measure that determines liability for one who carries out 
seeds for sowing on Shabbat is any amount. Since the principle is 

that an unattributed mishna is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Meir, clearly Rabbi Meir would deem him liable for carrying 
out one seed. He would even deem him liable for carrying out less 

than one seed. The Gemara answers that Shmuel’s statement was 

necessary. Lest you say that when the mishna employs the term 

any amount it is to exclude the standard measure for carrying out 

food on Shabbat, a dried fig-bulk; and actually one is only liable 

if there is at least an olive-bulk of whatever he is carrying out. 
Therefore, Shmuel teaches us that any amount refers to even a 

single seed. Rav Yitzhak the son of Rav Yehuda strongly objects 

to this: But now, based on the approach that the measure of liabil- 
ity depends solely on the intention of the person carrying out the 

object and not on objective measures, one who planned to carry 
out the contents of his entire house at once, so too, is he only li- 
able when he carries it out at once? The Gemara answers: There 

is no comparison. There, with regard to a person who plans to 

carry out the contents of his entire house, his intention is rendered 

irrelevant by the opinions of all other people," as most people do 

not conduct themselves in that manner. 


HALAKHA 

One who stores a seed for sowing — yr yaya: One 
who stores seeds for sowing, for medicinal purposes, or as 
asample is liable for carrying out any amount of those seeds 
for those purposes on Shabbat. However, others are liable 
only if they carried out the halakhic measure that deter- 
mines liability for carrying out seeds on Shabbat (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 18:20). 


Where one stored it and forgot why he stored it — yix3 
spay may maw ,ipaxiw: If one stored less than the mea- 
sure that determines liability of a certain object, forgot why 
he stored it, and carried it out on Shabbat, he is liable for 
carrying out any amount, because when he carried it out, 
he had in mind the intention that he had when he stored it 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 18:21). 


NOTES §—_____ 
And forgot why he stored it — ipayt mab nawy: The Ge- 
mara means that one remembers that he stored it for a 
specific purpose but forgot what that purpose was. If one 
forgot entirely that he had stored the object, all authorities 
agree that he is no different from anyone else (Tosefot Rid). 


NOTES 
His intention is rendered irrelevant by the opinions of all 
other people - o1% > byy nyt mova: One's intentions 
are capable of according significance to an object even 
when most others do not consider the item significant. 
However, one cannot say that the set halakhic measure 
that determines liability is insignificant to him. In that case, 
his opinion is irrelevant (Ramban, Rashba, and see Josafot). 
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HALAKHA 


Less than a dried fig-bulk that expanded - nina 
mManw Maia: If one carried out less than a dried 
fig-bulk of seeds for planting, and they expanded, 
and he reconsidered and decided to eat them, he 
is liable because even according to his original 
intention, the measure was sufficient to render 
him liable. The halakha was ruled in accordance 
with the first instance of: If you say, in the Gemara, 
as per the ruling of the Rambam (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 18:26). 


A dried fig-bulk that shriveled — apraxsw nyin: If 
one carried out a dried fig-bulk of seeds for food, 
and they shriveled, and he reconsidered and de- 
cided to plant them, he is liable due to his ultimate 
intention, in accordance with the suggestion of: If 
you say, in the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 18:26). 


It shriveled and then it expanded — Tum APAy 
mnam: If one carried out a dried fig- bulk of seeds 
for food, and they shriveled and then expanded 
again, it is uncertain whether or not he is liable. 
This dilemma was not resolved by the Gemara 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 18:27). 


NOTES 


Disqualification — Mt: The question of whether 
or not an object is disqualified is raised in the Tal- 
mud with regard to various halakhot. The funda- 
mental question is as follows: Does the halakhic 
designation of an object, e.g., prohibition, con- 
secration, blessing, require that the object always 
have been fit for that designation? Or, can desig- 
nation take effect even if there were temporary 
interruptions in the fitness of the object for that 
designation? 
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We also learned in the mishna: And any other person is only liable for 
carrying it out on Shabbat if he carries out its measure for liability. The 
Gemara comments: The mishna is not in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar, as it was taught in a baraita that Rabbi 
Shimon ben Elazar stated a principle: Anything that is not fit to be 
stored, and therefore people do not typically store items like it, but it 
was deemed fit for storage by this person and he stored it, and another 
person came and carried out the object that was stored, that person, who 
carried it out, is rendered liable by the thought of this person, who 
stored it. 


Rava said that Rav Nahman said: If one carried out on Shabbat a dried 
fig-bulk of seeds for eating, and along the way he reconsidered and 
decided to use them for sowing; or, alternatively, if one intended to 
carry them out for sowing and reconsidered and decided to use them 
for eating, he is liable. The Gemara wonders: This is obvious. Which- 
ever way you view this case, he is clearly liable. Go here and examine his 
initial intention, there is a measure that determines liability; and go here 
and examine his ultimate intention, there is a measure that determines 
liability. The Gemara replies that Rav Nahman’s statement teaches a 
novel concept. Lest you say that in order to be deemed liable for carrying 
out an object on Shabbat, we require that the lifting and placing of 
the object be performed with a single, identical, intention, and that is 
not the situation here, i.e., that the change in his intention transforms 
his action into two separate half-labors, therefore Rav Nahman teaches 
us that it is considered a single prohibited act, and the person who 
performed it is liable. 


On the basis of this halakha, Rava raised a dilemma: With regard to one 

who carried out halfa dried fig-bulk of seeds for the purpose of sowing, 
which is less than the measure that determines liability, and in the mean- 
time the seeds became moist and expanded" to a dried fig-bulk, and he 

reconsidered his plans for the dried fig-bulk of seeds and decided to use 

it for eating, what is the halakha? The two sides of the dilemma are: If 
you say that there, in the first case, he is liable because go here and ex- 
amine his initial intention, there is a measure that determines liability; 

and go here and examine his ultimate intention, there is a measure that 
determines liability; but here, in this case, since at the time that he car- 
ried it out there was not a measure that determines liability for one who 

carries out seeds for the purpose of eating, then he is not liable. Or, 
perhaps, since had he been silent and had no intention with regard to 

the seeds at all, he would be liable for the intention of carrying it out for 
the purpose of sowing, then now too, he is liable because, even based 

on his reconsidered intention, he completed the prohibited labor of 
carrying out. 


And if you say that since had he been silent and had no intention with 

regard to the seeds at all, he would be liable for the intention of carrying 

it out for the purpose of sowing, now too, he is liable, if he carried out 

seeds in the measure of a dried fig-bulk for the purpose of eating, and 

they shriveled" until there was less than that measure, and he reconsid- 
ered and decided to use them for the purpose of sowing, then what is 

the halakha? Here, certainly had he been silent and had no intention 

with regard to the seeds at all, for the original intention he is not liable 

because there remains less than the measure for liability; or perhaps we 

follow his intention at present and he is liable. And if you say that we 

follow his intention at present, and he is liable, the dilemma arises: If 
one carried out a dried fig-bulk of seeds for the purpose of eating, and 

it shriveled until there was less than that measure, and then it expanded" 

to a fig-bulk, what is the halakha? Is there disqualification’ with regard 

to the halakhot of Shabbat? Since at a certain point there was less than 
the measure that determines liability, he can no longer be held liable for 
carrying it out even if it expands. Or, perhaps there is no disqualification 
with regard to the halakhot of Shabbat. The crucial moments that deter- 
mine liability for carrying an object are the moment that it is lifted and 

the moment that it is placed. At both of those junctures, the measure for 
liability was whole. No resolution was found to any of these dilemmas. 
Therefore, let them stand unresolved. 
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Rava raised a dilemma before Rav Nahman: If one threw an 
olive-bulk of teruma into an impure house," what is the halakha? 
The Gemara attempts to clarify the question. With regard to what 
matter was this dilemma raised? If it was raised with regard to 
Shabbat, the measure that we require to determine liability for 
carrying out is a dried fig-bulk, and an olive-bulk is smaller than 
that. And if it was raised with regard to ritual impurity, the mea- 
sure that we require to determine impurity for food is at least an 
egg-bulk, and an olive-bulk is smaller than that as well. The Ge- 
mara answers: Actually, this dilemma was raised with regard to 
Shabbat. And it is referring to a case where there is less than an 
egg-bulk of food in the house, and this olive-bulk that was thrown 
into the house completes the measure of the food in the house to 
an egg-bulk. The dilemma is: What is the halakha in that case? Is 
it from the fact that the olive-bulk joins together with the food 
in the house with regard to ritual impurity" that he is also liable 
with regard to Shabbat? Or perhaps, all matters concerning 
carrying out on Shabbat require a dried fig-bulk in order to be 
liable. Rav Nahman said to him: We already learned the resolu- 
tion to that dilemma in a baraita: Abba Shaul says: The measure 
that determines liability for carrying out the wave-offering of the 
two loaves of bread and the showbread that were in the Temple 
is a dried fig-bulk. The Gemara asks: And why is that their mea- 
sure? Let us say: From the fact that with regard to the matter of 


disqualification of consecrated items due to leaving the Temple 
courtyard," the significant measure is an olive-bulk, as one who 
eats that measure of disqualified consecrated items is liable; with 
regard to Shabbat, its measure for liability should also be an 
olive-bulk. The Gemara rejects this: How can you make that 
comparison? There, in the case of the consecrated items, from 
the moment that he took it beyond the courtyard wall it was 
disqualified due to the prohibition of leaving. However, with 
regard to Shabbat, he is only liable when he takes it into the 
public domain, which is far beyond the courtyard walls. Here, in 
the case where one threw teruma into the house on Shabbat, the 
prohibition of Shabbat and the impurity of the teruma come 
simultaneously. Since the olive-bulk is significant in terms of 
impurity, it is similarly significant with regard to Shabbat. 


We learned in the mishna: If one stored the seed, carried it out, 
and then brought it back in, he is only liable if he brought in its 

measure for liability. The Gemara asks: This is obvious. By bring- 
ing it back into the house he indicates that he no longer considers 

it significant, and the object then assumes the legal status of an 

object belonging to anyone else. Abaye said: With what are we 

dealing here? We are dealing with a case where he threw it into 

the storehouse and its place is clearly discernible to the one who 

threw it, in that he knows where it landed. Lest you say that be- 
cause its location is discernible it maintains its original status, 
the mishna teaches us that from the fact that he threw it into the 

storehouse, he indicated that he nullified the object’s previous 

significance. 


Leaving the Temple courtyard - xxi»: Sacrificial offer- 
ings and other sacred gifts must remain within certain 
designated boundaries. Some items must remain within 
the walls of Jerusalem, others must remain on the Temple 


NOTES 
Mount, and yet others must remain within the Temple 
courtyard. Any consecrated item that is taken beyond its 
permitted boundary is immediately disqualified and requires 
burning. 


HALAKHA 


One threw an olive-bulk of teruma into an impure house - 
xay mab Aan nma PT: If one threw an olive-bulk of food 
into an impure house, and this olive-bulk brought the mea- 
sure of the food inside of the house to an egg-bulk, it is 
uncertain whether or not he is liable for carrying. Although 
the olive-bulk is considered to have joined together with 
the food in the house in terms of impurity, its status vis-a-vis 
carrying was not resolved in the Gemara. The Ramban and 
the Rashba hold that the dilemma was raised with regard to 
an olive-bulk of teruma, whose impurity prohibits it in that 
measure. However, one is certainly exempt for throwing an 
olive-bulk of non-sacred food (Maggid Mishne; Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 18:27). 


NOTES 


From the fact that the olive-bulk joins together with the 

food in the house with regard to ritual impurity, etc. - 
AD TRAW paw esta: The fundamental question here 

is: Are the halakhic measures that determine liability for 
carrying out different items on Shabbat tied to the essence 

of those items, and consequently all food items have a fixed 

measure that applies at all times? Or, are the measures listed 

with regard to Shabbat, measures of halakhic significance, 
and therefore liability for carrying out would apply to other 
measures of general halakhic significance, e.g., an olive-bulk, 
with regard to joining together with other food to comprise 

the measure for ritual impurity? Therefore, Rava's dilemma is 

clear. The olive-bulk of food that was thrown is insignificant 
in and of itself in terms of the halakhot of ritual impurity, 
until it combines with other food to comprise an egg-bulk 
of food. However, even much smaller measures that are hala- 
khically significant, e.g., minute fragments of sacred objects, 
are universally deemed significant in terms of establishing 

liability for carrying out on Shabbat. 
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HALAKHA 
And placed it on the threshold - by pn 
MB!OKA: One who transfers an object from a pri- 
vate domain to a public domain, or vice versa, and 
places the object in a karmelit that separates the 
two domains is exempt (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 14:14). 


A basket that is full - morn ww nap: One 
who carries a basket full of objects, even if they 
are small, like mustard seeds, is only liable if he 
carries the entire basket out of the domain. This is 
because fusion of several objects within a single 
vessel is considered fusion. The halakha is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan. This is 
also Rava's opinion, and in disputes with Abaye the 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rava 
(Maggid Mishne; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 12:11). 
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MI S HN One who carries out food from his house on 
Shabbat and placed it on the threshold" of the 
door, whether he then carried it out from the threshold into the pub- 
lic domain or another person carried it out, he is exempt because he 
did not perform his prohibited labor of carrying from domain to 
domain all at once. Similarly, if one placed a basket that is full" of fruit 
on the outer threshold, which is in the public domain, and part of the 
basket remained inside, even though most of the fruit is outside in the 
public domain, he is exempt until he carries out the entire basket. 


G E M ARA The Gemara begins by asking: What is the 

nature of this threshold in terms of Shabbat? If 
you say that it is a threshold that has the legal status of the public 
domain, in that it does not extend above nine handbreadths, and its 
area is four by four handbreadths, and it is suitable for use by the 
multitudes, why is he exempt? Didn’t he carry out food from the 
private domain to the public domain? Rather, say that it is a threshold 
that has the legal status of the private domain, in that it extends above 
ten handbreadths, and its area is four by four handbreadths. In that case, 
why does the mishna say: Whether he then carried it out from the 
threshold into the public domain or another person carried it out, he 
is exempt? Why should he be exempt? Didn't he carry out food from 
the private domain to the public domain? 


Rather, the mishna is referring to a threshold that is a karmelit. And it 
teaches us the following: The reason that he is exempt is due to the 
fact that the object came to rest in a karmelit. However, if the object 
did not come to rest in a karmelit, he is liable even if it passed through 
a karmelit. This comes to teach that the mishna is not in accordance 
with the opinion of ben Azzai, as it was taught in a baraita: One who 
carries out an object from a store, which is a private domain, to a 
plaza, which is a public domain, via a colonnade, which is a karmelit, 
is liable because he lifted the object in a private domain and placed it 
in a public domain. And ben Azzai deems him exempt because, in his 
opinion, an exempt domain separates between the private and public 
domains. 


We learned in the mishna: If one placed a basket that is full of fruit on 
the outer threshold, he is only liable if he carries out the entire basket. 
Hizkiya said: They only taught this halakha with regard to a basket 
full of cucumbers and gourds, both of which are long. Part of each fruit 
remains inside even when most of the basket is in the public domain. 
However, if the basket was full of mustard seeds, he is liable for carry- 
ing out a measure of individual mustard seeds to the public domain. The 
Gemara concludes: Apparently, he holds that the fusion of several 
objects in a single vessel is not considered fusion. Even though sev- 
eral objects are in a single basket, they do not have the legal status of a 
single unit. And Rabbi Yohanan said: Even if the basket were full of 
mustard seeds, he is exempt. Apparently, he holds that the fusion of 
several objects in a single vessel is considered fusion. 


Rabbi Zeira said: The language of the mishna does not precisely cor- 
respond with the opinion of Hizkiya, and it does not precisely corre- 
spond with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan. The Gemara explains: It 
does not precisely correspond with the opinion of Hizkiya, as the 

mishna taught: Until he carries out the entire basket. The Gemara 

infers: The reason that he is liable is because he carried out the entire 

basket. However, if part of the basket remained inside, even ifhe carried 

out all the fruit, he is exempt. Apparently, the mishna holds that fu- 
sion of several objects in a single vessel is considered fusion. Since the 

vessel fuses the fruit into one entity, when part of the basket remains 

inside, by extension its fruit is also considered to have remained inside. 
And it does not precisely correspond with the opinion of Rabbi 

Yohanan, as the mishna taught: Even though most of the fruit is out- 
side. The Gemara infers: The reason that he is exempt is because only 
most of the fruit is outside. However, if all the fruit were outside, then 

even though part of the basket remains bound inside, he is liable. Ap- 
parently, the mishna holds that the fusion of several objects in a single 

vessel is not considered fusion. 
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The Gemara asks: However, that is difficult. The inferences of the 

mishna are contradictory. The Gemara explains: Hizkiya resolves 

the contradiction in accordance with his reasoning, and Rabbi 

Yohanan resolves the contradiction in accordance with his reason- 
ing. The Gemara elaborates: According to both of the Sages, the 

mishna is referring to two distinct cases. Hizkiya resolves the con- 
tradiction according to his reasoning. The phrase: Until he carries 

out the entire basket; in what case is this statement said? It is said 

in the case ofa basket full of cucumbers and gourds. However, in 

the case of a basket full of mustard seeds, he becomes as one who 

carried out the entire basket, and he is liable for carrying out the 

mustard seeds. And Rabbi Yohanan resolves the contradiction 

according to his reasoning: When we learned: Even though most 

of the fruit is outside, he is exempt; and that ruling is true not only 
ifhe carried out most of the fruit, but even ifhe carried out all the 

fruit he is also exempt, until he carries out the entire basket. 


The Gemara raises an objection from that which was taught in a 
baraita: One who carries out the merchant’s basket on Shabbat 
that contains different items, primarily spices, and placed it on the 
outer threshold of the house, even though most of the types of 
items in the basket are outside, he is exempt until he carries out 
the entire basket. It might enter your mind to say that this is refer- 
ring to a basket full of bundles of different spices. That is difficult 
according to the opinion of Hizkiya, as even though most of the 
bundles entered the public domain, he is exempt. The Gemara an- 
swers: Hizkiya could have said to you: With what are we dealing 
here? With stalks [urnasei].' The spices are in the form of stalks 
that fill the entire length of the basket. As long as part of the basket 
remains inside, part of each stalk remains inside as well. 


And Rav Beivai bar Abaye also raised an objection from that which 

we learned: One who steals a purse® on Shabbat" is liable for the 

theft. Based on the principle that one who is liable to receive two 

punishments receives the greater of the two," in this case one should 

be exempt from payment for the theft, since performing a prohib- 
ited labor on Shabbat is punishable by stoning. However, this case 

is different because he was already liable for theft" as soon as he 

lifted the purse. This took place before he came to violate the pro- 
hibition of performing prohibited labor on Shabbat by carrying it 

into the public domain. However, if he did not lift the purse, but 

was dragging it on the ground and exiting" the private domain, he 

is exempt from paying for the theft, as in that case, he is only liable 

for the theft when he drags the purse out of the owner’s property 
into the public domain. The prohibition of theft and the prohibi- 
tion of Shabbat are violated all at once. For the purposes of this 

discussion: And if it enters your mind to say that fusion of several 

objects within a single vessel is considered fusion, in this case the 

prohibition of theft precedes the prohibition of Shabbat. At the 

moment that the mouth of the purse enters the public domain, he 

is liable for theft because it is as ifthe money inside had been carried 

out. With regard to Shabbat, he would not be liable until the entire 

purse entered the public domain. 


NOTES 
remains. Indeed, in a case where one is liable to be flogged and 


One who violates two prohibitions simultaneously with 
regard to punishment - waiy payd ANNI rvay mw IYN: 
There is a halakhic principle that one is not punished twice for 
performing a single act, even if two people were harmed by 
hat transgression. However, if one transgression preceded the 
other even slightly, he may be punished for both actions. Once 
he liability for the first transgression is established, it remains in- 
act. Nevertheless, when one is liable to receive both lashes and 
capital punishment, he is executed and not flogged due to the 
principle that one receives the greater of the two punishments. 
However, fundamentally, liability to receive the first punishment 


to pay restitution, he is required to pay the restitution if, for some 
reason, the lashes cannot be administered. 


Because he was already liable for theft - 72234 2m): For 
one to be liable for theft, two criteria must be met. First, the 
thief must intend to take an object that belonged to another for 
himself. Second, he must transfer the object into his possession 
by means of a valid transaction. Only by means of acquiring the 
object does he perform the transgression. This acquisition can be 
accomplished by means of lifting the object or, alternatively, by 
taking it out of the owner's property without lifting it. 


rom the publisher 


LANGUAGE 
Stalks [urnasei] — *93IVN: From the Arabic bse, ‘irnds 
(Arukh). According to the interpretation of the geonim, 
urnasei are sticks or reeds around which people wrap 
string and wool. 


BACKGROUND 


Purse - D’D: A money purse can hang from a beam by 
means of the laces wound around its opening. 


Illustration of a money purse from the time of bar Kokheva 


HALAKHA 

One who steals a purse on Shabbat - nawa D3 33537: 
One who lifts an object in a private domain with the in- 
tention of stealing it and carries it into a public domain 
on Shabbat is required to repay the owner for the stolen 
object, even though he is also liable for performing labor 
on Shabbat. The halakha is ruled in this way because the 
transgressor was liable for the theft when he lifted the ob- 
ject, but he did not perform the prohibited labor until he 
carried the object out into the public domain (Rambam 
Sefer Nezikin, Hilkhot Geneiva 3:2; Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen 
Mishpat 351). 


He was dragging it on the ground and exiting - my 
xxi IWA: If the thief did not lift the object that he was 
stealing i in the private domain, but dragged it into the 
public domain, the prohibition of theft and the prohibited 
labor were performed simultaneously. In that case, he is 
exempt from repaying the owner for the stolen object 
because he is liable to receive a more severe punishment 
for the prohibited labor. This exemption only applies if 
the stolen object was lost or destroyed immediately after 
carrying it into the public domain. Some commentaries 
deem him exempt even if he lost it at a later point (Rema 
based on Rashi and the Rambam). However, if the object 
isin its original form, the thief is obligated to return it to its 
owner in any case, as per the conclusion of the Gemara in 
tractate Sanhedrin (Rambam Sefer Nezikin, Hilkhot Geneiva 
3:2; Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen Mishpat 351). 
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HALAKHA 

One who carries out...in his hand - 3....x1a7: 
One who carries fruit from one domain to another on 
Shabbat is liable if he carried it in his hand; however, if 
he carried it in a vessel he is exempt (Maggid Mishne). 
This is in accordance with the opinion of Rava, as the 
halakhais ruled in accordance with his opinion in dis- 
putes with Abaye (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 13:6). 


Above three handbreadths — nwn Twa: If one 
carries an object in his hand from one domain to an- 
other on Shabbat, the object is considered attached 
to the ground [/avud] and placed on the ground if 
his hand is within three handbreadths of the ground. 
In that case, he is liable (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 13:6). 


NOTES 


Reverse the opinions — Ji": Some commentaries 
explain that the opinions of Rava and Abaye are only 
partially reversed. The conclusion is that Abaye said: 
Whether one carries out the fruit by hand or in a ves- 
sel, he is liable. Rava said: Whether one carries out the 
fruit by hand or in a vessel, he is exempt. Therefore, 
the difficulty raised in the Gemara is only with regard 
to Abaye's opinion (Ramban; Rashba). 
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The Gemara explains: If this is referring to a case where he carried it out 
by way of its mouth, indeed that is so, he would be liable for theft. How- 
ever, with what are we dealing here? We are dealing with a case where 
he carried it out by the underside of the purse. Since none of the money 
is accessible until the entire purse is in the public domain, he violated the 
prohibitions simultaneously. The Gemara asks: Isn’t there the area of the 
seam? He could gain access to the money even ifhe dragged out the purse 
by way of its underside, 


for if he wishes, he can tear the seam and take the money. The Gemara 
answers: Here, it is referring to long metal strips. As long as the entire 
purse is not in the public domain, he did not acquire any of the long strips, 
and he is not liable for theft. The Gemara asks: And since the purse has 
laces to close its opening, to be liable for theft it is sufficient that he 
carry it out so that its mouth is in the public domain, as he can untie the 
straps and remove the contents of the purse. And since the laces remain 
bound inside the private domain, he is not yet liable for violating the 
prohibition of Shabbat. The Gemara answers: ‘This is referring to a case 
where the purse does not have laces. And if you wish, say instead that it 
is referring to a case where it has laces, and the laces are wound around 
the purse. 


There is a dispute between Abaye and Rava that parallels the dispute be- 
tween Hizkiya and Rabbi Yohanan. And, so too, Rava said: They only 
taught in the mishna that one is exempt with regard to carrying out a 
basket full of cucumbers and gourds. However, for carrying out a basket 
full of mustard seeds, he is liable. Apparently, Rava holds: fusion of 
several objects in a single vessel is not considered fusion. Abaye said: 
Even if the basket is full of mustard seeds, he is exempt. Apparently, 
Abaye holds: Fusion of several objects in a single vessel is considered 
fusion. The Gemara comments: Abaye later assumed the opinion of 
Rava, and Rava assumed the opinion of Abaye. And a contradiction is 
raised between one statement of Abaye and another statement of Abaye; 
and a contradiction is raised between one statement of Rava and an- 
other statement of Rava. 


As it was stated that they disputed the matter of one who carries out fruit 

into the public domain. Abaye said: Ifhe carried them out in his hand," 

he is liable even if the rest of his body remained in the private domain 

because fusion of several objects in his hand is not considered fusion. 
However, if he carried them out in a vessel, and part of the vessel re- 
mained in the private domain, he is exempt. And Rava said: If he carried 

them out in his hand, he is exempt because the legal status of his hand is 

determined by the status of the rest of the body. However, if he carried 

them out in a vessel, he is liable. 


These are contrary to their opinions stated above. The Gemara answers: 
Reverse the opinions," and say that Rava was the one who said: If he 
carried it out in his hand, he is liable. The Gemara raises an objection. 
Didn't we learn in the mishna: In a case where the homeowner ex- 
tended his hand into the public domain, and either the poor person 
took an object from the homeowner's hand and placed it in the public 
domain, or the poor person placed an object into the homeowner’s hand 
and the homeowner carried the object into the private domain, both are 
exempt. Apparently, one is not liable ifhe merely moved an object in his 
hand into the public domain. The Gemara answers: There, in the mishna, 
it is referring to a case where his hand was above three handbreadths" 
from the ground. The object in his hand, therefore, does not have the legal 
status of having been placed on the ground, and he is exempt. Here, it is 
referring to a case where his hand was below three handbreadths off the 
ground. Anything that is within three handbreadths off the ground has 
the legal status of having been placed on the ground. 
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MI S H N A One who carries out an object into the 


public domain on Shabbat, whether 
he carried it out in his right hand or in his left hand, whether 
he carried it in his lap or on his shoulders, he is liable. All of 
these are typical methods of carrying out an object," as this 
was the method of carrying the sacred vessels of the Taber- 
nacle employed by the sons of Kehat" in the desert. All labors 
prohibited on Shabbat are derived from the Tabernacle, in- 
cluding the prohibited labor of carrying out from domain to 
domain. But one who carries an object out in an unusual, 
backhanded manner, or with his foot, or with his mouth, or 
with his elbow, with his ear, or with his hair, or with his belt 
[punda] whose opening faced downward, or between his 
belt and his cloak, or with the hem of his cloak, or with his 
shoe, or with his sandal, he is exempt because he did not 
carry it out in a manner typical of those who carry." 
G E M A Rabbi Elazar said: One who carries 
outa load from the private domain to 


the public domain, even if he does so at a height above ten 
handbreadths, which is beyond the parameters of the public 
domain, he is liable, as this was the method of carrying uti- 
lized by the sons of Kehat. The Gemara asks: And from 
where do we derive that the method of carrying utilized by 
the sons of Kehat was above ten handbreadths? The Gemara 
answers: For it is written about the Levites’ carrying: “And 
the hangings of the courtyard, and the screen for the court- 
yard entrance which surrounds the Tabernacle, and the altar, 
and its cords for all of its service” (Numbers 3:26). This verse 
juxtaposes the altar to the Tabernacle. It is derived that just 
as the Tabernacle was ten cubits high, so too, the altar was 
ten cubits high. The verse that indicates otherwise: “And you 
shall make the altar... 
(Exodus 27:1), must be understood differently. 


The Gemara asks: And from where do we derive that the 
Tabernacle itself was carried above ten handbreadths? The 
Gemara answers: As it is written: “And you shall make the 
boards for the Tabernacle out of acacia wood standing upright, 
the length ofa board shall be ten cubits” (Exodus 26:15-16). 
And it is written with regard to the construction of the Tab- 
ernacle: “And he spread the tent over the Tabernacle, and 
he placed the cover for the tent on top of it as God com- 
manded Moses” (Exodus 40:19). And Rav said: Moses, our 
teacher, spread it himself. From here you can derive that the 
height of the Levites was ten cubits. If Moses was capable of 
standing and spreading the cover over the tent by himself, he 
must have been at least ten cubits tall. Presumably, that was 
the height of the rest of the Levites as well. And they learned 
through tradition that every burden that is carried with 
poles, one-third of the burden is above the porter’s height, 
and two-thirds are below his height. It is found, then, that 
the altar was very high, as if they carried the altar on poles, 
the bottom of the altar was at least one-third of ten cubits, 
twenty handbreadths, off the ground. 


Carrying out objects in a typical manner - AKXyin 
72172: One who carries out an object in his hand, or held 
against his chest, or tied to himself with a rope, or rested 
on his shoulder is liable for having performed the prohib- 
ited labor of carrying out on Shabbat, as those are typical 
methods of carrying (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 


Shabbat 12:12). 


HALAKHA 


Carrying out objects in an atypical manner — Kow mein 
72773: One who carries out an object with the back of 
his hand, or with his foot, or in his mouth, or with his elbow, 
or in a purse whose opening is facing down is not liable for 
having performed the prohibited labor of carrying out on 
Shabbat, as those are atypical methods of carrying (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 12:13). 


and its height should be three cubits” 


NOTES 
As this was the method of carrying employed by the sons 
of Kehat — nap 2a xb jaw: In the Jerusalem Talmud, it is 
explained that the typical methods of carrying are derived 
from the actions of the sons of Kehat, especially Elazar, son 
of Aaron the priest. Elazar carried the oil for light, the incense, 
the daily meal-offering, and the anointing oil. He carried the 
oil for light in his right hand, the incense in his left, the meal- 
offering in his arm, and the anointing oil in his belt (see Rashi). 


LANGUAGE 

Belt [punda] - 71319: The source of this word, which occasion- 
ally appears as apunda, is the Latin funda, meaning a belt pack 
ora money belt, or the Greek poovda, funda, meaning a belly 
purse, a pocket, ora money bag on a belt. A punda is a hollow 
belt with a pocket for money. It thereby serves as both a belt 
and a wallet. Some explain that a punda was a very short cloak 
with pockets (geonim). 


%91” pD: PEREK X:92A §§ 


BACKGROUND 


The Ark and those who carried it — »xwra payg: The height of 
an average person's shoulder is around three cubits, or eighteen 
handbreadths. The Ark and its cover were ten handbreadths high. 
One-third of the height of the Ark and its cover, three and one- 
third handbreadths, was carried above the Levites’ shoulders, and 
the remaining six and two-thirds handbreadths of the Ark were 
carried below the shoulders of the Levites and were above ten 
handbreadths off the ground. 


Holy Ark carried by two Levites 


Hotzal - byin: Hotzal was a large village in Babylonia with an ex- 
tremely ancient Jewish settlement. If there was only one village 
with that name, its inhabitants can be traced back to the tribe 
of Benjamin, and the town can be considered one of the most 
ancient sites in Babylonia. Many famous Sages hail from Hotzal, 
and its inhabitants were known for their unique way of conducting 
themselves. The Talmud relates that the ancient synagogue in Hotzal 
was one of the sites from which the Divine Presence never strayed. 
According to Rav Sherira Gaon, Hotzal was adjacent to Neharde’a. 


HALAKHA 
One who carries out a burden on his head on Shabbat - x*yia7 
Wwe by nawa isen: One who carries out a burden on his head 
is exempt as long as that is not the typical manner of carrying that 
object (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 12:14). 
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And if you wish, say instead that the Levites were not ex- 
traordinarily tall, and this can be derived from the Ark of 
the Covenant, as the Master said: The Ark itself was nine 
handbreadths tall as stated in the Torah, and the Ark-cover 
was one handbreadth, for a total of ten. And they learned 
through tradition that every burden that is carried with 
poles, one-third of the burden is above the porter’s height 
and two-thirds are below his height. It is found, then, that 
the bottom of the Ark stood ten handbreadths above the 
ground.’ The Gemara asks: And let us derive it from Moses, 
and why was the first proof insufficient? The Gemara an- 
swers: Perhaps Moses was different from the other Levites 
and taller than they were, as the Master said: The Divine 
Presence only rests upon a person who is wise, mighty, 
wealthy, and tall." Since the Divine Presence rested on Mo- 
ses, he had to be tall. 


Rav said in the name of Rabbi Hiyya: One who carries 
out a burden on his head on Shabbat" is liable to bring a 
sin-offering, as the people of Hotzal® do so. They would 
typically carry burdens on their heads. The Gemara asks: 
And do the people of Hotzal constitute the majority of the 
world?" Even if in one place it is a typical method of carrying 
a burden, it remains an atypical method of carrying in the 
rest of the world. Rather, if this ruling was stated, it was 
stated as follows. Rav said in the name of Rabbi Hiyya: If 
a resident of Hotzal carried out a burden on his head on 
Shabbat he is liable, as the people of his city do so. The 
Gemara asks again: Even if the inhabitants of his city do this, 
let his intention be rendered irrelevant by the opinions of 
all other people. If an individual or small group of people 
conduct themselves in an atypical manner, their conduct is 
not rendered typical. Typical conduct is determined by the 
majority of people. Rather, if this was stated, it was stated 
as follows. One who carries out a burden on his head is 
exempt. 


NOTES 


Wise, mighty, wealthy, and tall - bya voy j2 D27 
mMasp: All of these attributes enumerated by the prophet 
are derived from Moses in tractate Nedarim (38a), from the 
verse: “A prophet will the Lord your God raise up unto you, 
from the midst of you, of your brethren, like me” (Deuter- 
onomy 18:15). Since prophecy is the highest level of perfec- 
tion, it can only be attained by a person who is complete 
in spirit and body. 


And do the people of Hotzal constitute the majority 
of the world - xoy xan byin WN: Some commen- 
taries explain that this method of reasoning is only em- 
ployed when the local custom is problematic in some 
way, as in a case where it is unreasonable or inherently 
inferior. However, local customs that do not fall into those 
categories are binding at least on the residents of that 
locale (Meri). 
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And if you say that the people of Hotzal do so and therefore they 
should be liable, their intention is rendered irrelevant by the opin- 
ions of all other people. 


MI S H N A One who intends to carry out an object with 


the object before him, and as he was walk- 
ing the object came to be carried behind him," is exempt. How- 
ever, if he intended to carry it out behind him and it came to be 
carried before him, he is liable. In truth they said: Awoman who 
girded herself in a pants-like sinar" worn beneath the outer gar- 
ments, whether she placed an object before her or behind her, and 
it came to be carried on the other side, she is liable, as it is common 
for the sinar to be reversed. Rabbi Yehuda says: Even those royal 
couriers, who receive notes [pittakin ," carry those notes in their 
belts, and are not particular where on their belt they carry the notes 
(Rav Hai Gaon), are liable for carrying out the notes whether they 
carried them before them or behind them. 


G E M ARA The Gemara asks: What is different about 


the case of one who intended to carry an 
object before him and it came to be carried behind him that he is 
exempt? The reason is that his intention was not realized. Since 
he did not perform the act that he intended to perform, he is exempt. 
If so, then even in the case of one who intended to carry an object 
behind him, and it came to be carried before him, he should also 
be exempt because his intention was not realized. Rabbi Elazar 
said: This mishna is disjointed,’ in the sense that it cites the opin- 
ions of two different Sages. He who taught this halakha did not 
teach that halakha. Rava said: And what difficulty is there here? 
Perhaps it can be explained as follows. With regard to one who in- 
tended to carry an object before him, and it came to be carried 
behind him, this is the reason that he is exempt: He intended to 
provide the object with outstanding protection, seeing it at all 
times, and ultimately he managed to provide the object with re- 
duced protection. Since that was not his intention, it is not consid- 
ered a prohibited labor and he is exempt. Whereas one who in- 
tended to carry an object behind him, and it came to be carried 
before him, this is the reason he is liable: He intended to provide 
the object with reduced protection, and ultimately he managed to 
provide the object with outstanding protection. 


Rather, what is the difficulty here? It is the inference inferred from 
the mishna that is difficult. One who intends to carry out an ob- 
ject before him, and the object came to be carried behind him, is 

exempt. By inference: One who intends to carry out an object be- 
hind him, and indeed, the object came to be carried behind him," 

is liable. Say the latter clause of the mishna: One who intends to 

carry out an object behind him, and it came to be carried before 

him, is the case where he is liable. By inference: One who intends 

to carry out an object behind him, and indeed, the object came to 

be carried behind him, is exempt. The inference from the first 
clause contradicts the inference from the latter clause. Rabbi Elazar 
said: This mishna is disjointed. He who taught this halakha did 

not teach that halakha. 


Behind him, and indeed, the object 


behind him - vind b xI and: In a case where one 
intended to carry an object | behind him and he indeed did 
so, there is an opinion that he is exempt because carrying 
an object in an unprotected manner is considered a back- 
handed manner of carrying. The rationale for exempting one 


NOTES 
came to be carried 


who placed the object behind him and it came to be car- 
ried before him is that liability on Shabbat is dependent 
on realization of one’s intent. Since his action did not cor- 
respond precisely to his intent, it is not a full-fledged 
planned, thoughtful, creative labor, and he is exempt 
(Penei Yehoshua). 


HALAKHA 


To carry out an object with the object before him, and 
the object came to be carried behind him — mah wyi 
wand b x: One who intends to carry out an object with 
outstanding protection by carrying it before him, but he 
ended up carrying it behind him, is exempt. On the other 
hand, if one ended up providing the object with even more 
security, he is liable, in accordance with the unattributed 
mishna (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 1:12). 


A woman who girded herself in a pants-like sinar - TWX 
Ypa nyin: One who places an item in a sinar or in a ‘belt 
that typically moves from side to side is liable for carrying 
out the object, even if he came to carry it behind him, as 
he had that eventuality in mind when he placed it there 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 1:13). 


LANGUAGE 


Notes [pittakin]— jm: From the Greek mittakKtoy, pit- 
takion, meaning a small tablet, or a piece of paper, or animal 
hide upon which one writes. 


BACKGROUND 


This mishna is disjointed — x127: This expression means 
hat it is impossible to explain’ the mishna in accordance 
with the opinion of a single Sage. Therefore, it is necessary 
o divide or break the mishna into two parts. This is only 
done as a last resort, and virtually any other way to interpret 
he mishna is preferable. According to Rabbeinu Hananel, 
his expression is an oath, and itis as if one were saying: | am 
so certain that | swear that the one who taught this part of 
he mishna did not teach that part of the mishna. 
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NOTES 


Can it not be inferred that the Sages deem one 
exempt in that case — par 71W37 on wb: Some 
commentaries teach that the Gemara does not reach 
his conclusion based on the fact that it is prefaced by 
he question: Do you not agree? On the contrary, that 
question indicates that the Rabbis deem one liable 
in that case. Rather, the Gemara rules in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, based on the con- 
inuation of his statement: The Rabbis did not find a 
response to my statement. Apparently, they adopted 
his approach (Ramban). 


In every instance that the mishna employs the 

phrase: In truth, that is the undisputed halakha — 
NT geral naya bs: The version in the Jerusalem Tal- 

mud reads: In every instance that the mishna em- 
ploys the phrase: In truth, it is a halakha transmitted 

to Moses from Sinai. Several commentaries explain 

that the mishna would not have elaborated upon 

and praised certain statements unless they reflected 

the clear halakhic ruling (Rashi, Ritva). Others inter- 
pret the term: In truth, as an oath, indicating that this 
is the halakha (Shita Mekubbetzet). 
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Rav Ashi said: What difficulty is there here? Perhaps the mishna is 
stating the halakha utilizing the following didactic style: It was not 
necessary, and it should be understood as follows. It was not necessary 
to teach that a person who intended to carry the object behind him, 
and it came to be carried behind him, is liable. That is obvious because 
his intention was realized. However, it was necessary for the mishna 
to teach that even in a case where he intended to carry the object be- 
hind him, and it came to be carried before him, he is liable. It would 
have entered your mind to say: Since his intention was not realized, 
he should not be liable. Therefore, the mishna teaches us: Since he 
intended to provide the object with reduced protection, and ulti- 


mately he managed to provide the object with outstanding protection, 
he is liable. 


And the case where one intended to carry out the object behind him, 
and it came to be carried behind him, is the subject of a dispute be- 
tween the tanna’im, as it was taught in a baraita: One who carried out 

coins in his money belt, and its opening was facing up, is liable be- 
cause this is the typical method of carrying coins. However, if one 

carried it out with its opening facing down, Rabbi Yehuda deems him 

liable, and the Rabbis deem him exempt. Rabbi Yehuda said to the 

Rabbis: Do you not agree that in a case where one intends to carry the 

object behind him, and it came to be carried behind him, that he is 

liable? Apparently, one who intended to provide his object with re- 
duced protection and realized that intention is liable. And they said to 

him: And do you not agree that one who carries out an object in a 

backhanded manner or with his foot is exempt? Apparently, carrying 
out an object in an atypical manner is not considered carrying. 


Rabbi Yehuda said: I said one thing to the Rabbis in support of my 
opinion, and they said one thing to me. I did not find a response to 
their statement, and they did not find a response to my statement. 
From the fact that he said to them: Do you not agree that in a case 
where one intends to carry the object behind him, and it came to be 
carried behind him, he is liable? Can it not be inferred that the Sages 
deem one exempt in that case?" Apparently, Rabbi Yehuda and the 
Rabbis dispute this matter. The Gemara asks: And according to your 
reasoning, from the fact that the Rabbis said to Rabbi Yehuda: Do 
you not agree that one who carries out an object in a backhanded 
manner is exempt, can it not be inferred that Rabbi Yehuda deems 
one liable, even for carrying out in a backhanded manner? Wasn’t it 
taught explicitly in a baraita: With regard to one who carries an object 
out in a backhanded manner or with his foot, everyone agrees that 
he is exempt? 


Rather, the baraita should be understood as follows. With regard to one 

who intended to carry an object behind him, and the object came to 

be carried out behind him, everyone agrees that he is liable. With re- 
gard to one who carried out an object ina backhanded manner or with 

his foot, everyone agrees that he is exempt. Where they disagree is 

in a case where one carried coins in his money belt with its opening 

facing down. This Master, Rabbi Yehuda, likens it to the case of one 

who intended to carry an object behind him and the object came to be 

carried out behind him, and deems him liable; and this Master, the 

Rabbis, liken it to the case of one who carried out an object in a back- 
handed manner or with his foot, and deems him exempt. 


We learned in the mishna: In truth they said: A woman who girded 
herself in a pants-like sinar, whether she placed an object before her or 
behind her, and it came to be carried on the other side, she is liable. It 
was taught in the Tosefta: In every instance that the mishna employs 
the phrase: In truth, that is the undisputed halakha. And we learned 
in the mishna: Rabbi Yehuda says that even those who receive notes, 
i.e., royal couriers who transmit messages, place notes in their belts, and 
are not particular about which side the note is on (Rav Hai Gaon), are 
liable for carrying out notes, whether they carry the notes out in front 
of them or behind them. We learned a different explanation: Because 
the royal scribes do this, they place their notes on all sides of their belts. 
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MI SHNA One who carries a large mass out to the 


public domain on Shabbat is liable. If two 
carried it out together," they are exempt because neither per- 
formed a complete prohibited labor. However, if one person is 
unable to carry it out alone, and therefore two people carried it 
out, they are liable. And Rabbi Shimon deems them exempt even 


in that case. 
G E M A Rav Yehuda said that Rav said, and some 
say that Abaye said this, and some say that 
it was taught in a baraita: With regard to an action performed by 
two people, when this person is capable of performing it alone, and 
that person is capable of performing it alone, Rabbi Meir deems 
them liable, and Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Shimon deem them 
exempt. If both this person is incapable and that person is inca- 
pable of performing the action alone, and therefore they performed 
it together, Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Meir deem them liable, and 
Rabbi Shimon deems them exempt. If this person is capable, and 
that person is incapable," and they performed it together, everyone 
agrees that he is liable. 


That was also taught in a baraita: One who carries a large mass out 
to the public domain on Shabbat is liable. If two carried it out 
together, Rabbi Meir deems them liable, and Rabbi Yehuda says: 
If one is incapable of carrying it out, and two carried it out, they 
are liable. And if not, if each person is capable of carrying it out 
himself, and nevertheless they carried it out together, they are ex- 
empt. And Rabbi Shimon deems them exempt even if neither was 
capable of performing the action alone. The Gemara asks: From 
where are these matters derived? What is the biblical source of 
these halakhot? The Gemara answers that the source is as our Sages 
taught in Torat Kohanim, the halakhic midrash on Leviticus. It is 
written: “And if one person among the common people sins unwit- 
tingly by performing it, any one of God’s commandments not to 
be done, and be guilty” (Leviticus 4:27). The Gemara interpreted: 


“By performing it,’ means that one who performs a transgression 


in its entirety is liable, and not one who performs part of it. How 
so? If two people were holding a pitchfork and gathering the 
stalks, or holding a shuttle and weaving the threads of the warp, or 
holding a quill and writing, or holding a reed and carrying it out 
to the public domain, I might have thought they are liable, there- 
fore the verse states: “By performing it? One who performs a 
transgression in its entirety is liable, and not one who performs 
only part of it. 


In contrast, if two people held a round cake of figs,” which is too 
heavy for one person to carry, and they carried it out to the public 
domain, or if they held a beam and carried it out to the public 
domain, Rabbi Yehuda says: If one person is incapable of carry- 
ing it out alone, and two people carried it out, they are liable. And 
if not, if one person is capable of carrying it out alone, they are 
exempt. Rabbi Shimon says: Even if one person is incapable of 
carrying it out alone, and two people carried it out, they are ex- 
empt. It is with regard to that case that it is stated: “By performing 
it” (Leviticus 4:27), to establish a principle: An individual who 
performs a transgression is liable, two people who perform a 
transgression are exempt. 


HALAKHA 

If two carried it out together - Daw MIKI: Two 
people who performed a prohibited labor that can be 
performed by a single person are exempt, as stated 
in the mishna. If they performed a prohibited labor 
that one person is incapable of performing, they are 
liable, as per the unattributed mishna (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 115-16). 


NOTES 

If this person is capable, and that person is incapable - 
biv iyx 7m bir mt: The word incapable in this context 
does not imply that one totally lacks the potential to 
perform the action. Rather, it means that under the 
existing circumstances, e.g., the manner in which he 
is holding the object or performing his share of the 
prohibited labor, the labor could not be performed 
(Rashba). 


BACKGROUND 
Around cake of figs — aovat bw bay: In talmudic times, 
figs were preserved by drying them and pressing them 
into barrels or other round receptacles. These round 
cakes of pressed dried figs were extremely heavy. It was 
difficult for a single person to lift them. 
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one who is capable is liable, while the other 
who merely assisted is exempt, in accordance 
with the opinion of Rav Hisda (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 116). SIN A , 
bia ing am bia ions movipad 
Assisting - y*”p9: One who assists in the per- 7 a i : 
formance of a prohibited labor on Shabbat is 
exempt. Since he is incapable of performing 
the action alone, his assistance is insignificant 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 1:16). 
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The Gemara asks: With regard to what do they disagree? The Gemara 
answers: They disagree over the interpretation of this verse: “And if one 
person among the common people sins unwittingly by performing it, 
any one of God’s commandments not to be done, and be guilty” (Leviticus 
4:27). Rabbi Shimon holds: Three exclusionary statements are written in 
this verse. It is as ifit were written: A person who sins, one who sins, and 
by performing it he sins. The Torah could have conveyed the same mean- 
ing by saying simply: And if one of the common people. Apparently, the 
superfluous words in the verse are exclusionary and the verse should be 
understood as follows: A person, and not many people; one, and not two; 
by performing it, and not by two performing it. One of the terms comes to 
exclude from liability a case where each of the two people performs a part 
of the transgression, i.e., this person lifts an object from one domain, and 
that person places it in another domain. And one of the terms comes to 
exclude a case where this person is capable of performing the action alone, 
and that person is also capable, and the two of them perform the action 
together. And one of the terms comes to exclude even a case where this 
person is incapable of performing the action alone, and that person is in- 
capable of performing the action alone. Since the two of them violated this 
prohibition together, they are both exempt. 


And Rabbi Yehuda holds: One of the terms comes to exclude a case where 

this person lifts an object, and that person places it, as he agrees that they 
are exempt in this case. And one of the terms comes to exclude a case where 

this person is capable of performing the action alone, and that person is 

also capable. And one of the terms comes to exclude the case of an indi- 
vidual who performed a transgression in accordance with the ruling ofa 

court." Ifa court issued a mistaken ruling that a prohibited action is permit- 
ted, and an individual performed that action based on that ruling, he is 

exempt from bringing a sin-offering and is considered to have sinned due 

to circumstances beyond his control. And Rabbi Shimon holds that an 

individual who performed a transgression in accordance with the ruling 

of a court is liable to bring a sin-offering for his mistake. His action is not 

considered intentional, but falls into the category of an unwitting act. 


The Gemara asks: And how does Rabbi Meir, who deems them liable in a 
case where each was capable of performing the act alone, interpret the third 
exclusionary term? The Gemara answers: Is it written in the verse: A per- 
son who sins, one who sins, and by performing it he sins? There are not 
three exclusionary terms in the verse. Only two exclusionary terms are 
written, as the words: “One person who sins,” constitutes a single phrase. 
Therefore, one term comes to exclude from liability a case where this per- 
son lifts an object, and that one places it; and one term comes to exclude 
an individual who performed a transgression in accordance with the 
ruling of a court. 


We learned earlier that the Master said: In a case where this person is ca- 
pable, and this person is incapable," and they performed it together, ev- 
eryone agrees that he is liable. The Gemara seeks to clarify: Which of them 

is liable?" Rav Hisda said: The one who is capable of performing the act 
alone is liable, as if it was the one who is incapable of performing the act 
alone that was liable, what is he doing that would render him liable? His 

efforts are inadequate to perform the task. Rav Hamnuna said to Rav 
Hisda: He is doing quite a bit, as he is assisting" him. He said to him: The 

assistance provided by one who assists another to perform a task that the 

other could have performed himself is insubstantial. 


An individual who performed a transgression in accor- 
dance with the ruling of a court - nggina AXBYw PM 
pt ma: The entire tractate Horayot is devoted to resolving 
questions that stem from errors made by the court. The Torah 
states that the court is liable to bring a sacrifice if, due to its 
error, the nation sinned. However, the liability of individuals 
who performed transgressions based on the mistaken rul- 
ing of the court remains unclear, and it is the subject of a 
tannaitic dispute. Some ruled that the legal status of the 
individual is that of an unwitting sinner. Others deemed the 
individuals exempt only in certain cases. Yet others ruled that 
his legal status is like one who acted due to circumstances 
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NOTES 


beyond his control, and he is not liable to bring a sacrifice. 
According to some variant readings of the Gemara (and in 
Tosafot), there is no need to explicitly derive the legal sta- 
tus of these individuals from the Torah, as clearly their legal 
status is like that of one who acted due to circumstances 
beyond his control. 


Which of them is liable — 2»rma 371319 971: This is a difficult ques- 
tion. What reason could there be to deem the one who was 
incapable liable, and the one who is capable exempt? Tosafot 
restricts the Gemara's question to whether or not the one who 
was incapable is as liable as one who assisted in the perfor- 


mance of the prohibition. Other commentaries explain the 
Gemara differently. According to Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Shi- 
mon, in a situation where both are capable of performing the 
act, both are exempt if they perform it together. The reason that 
they are exempt is because neither one is expending his full ef- 
fort in its performance. Consequently, in a situation where one 
is capable and one is not, the one who is capable does not ex- 
pend his full effort, and therefore he is exempt. In contrast, the 
one who is incapable would be liable because he is expending 
his full effort. From the perspective of the one who is incapable, 
this is tantamount to a case in which both people are incapable 
and liable (Rashba). 
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Rav Zevid said in the name of Rava: We, too, also learned that ha- 
lakha in a mishna, with regard to vessels upon which a zav lies or rides. 
By Torah law, any vessel designated for lying and riding, upon which 
a zav lies or rides, becomes impure even if the zav did not come into 
direct contact with it. If a zav was sitting on a bed," and there were 
four garments beneath the four legs of the bed, they are all ritually 
impure. The weight of the zav is considered to have rested on each of 
the garments because the bed is incapable of standing on three legs. 
And Rabbi Shimon deems the garments ritually pure, since only a 
portion of his weight rested on each garment. However, if he was 
riding on an animal," and there were four garments beneath the 
legs of the animal," they are all ritually pure because the animal is 
capable of standing on three legs. And why are the garments ritu- 
ally pure? Aren’t the animal’s legs assisting each other in supporting 
the weight of the zav? Is it not because we say: An object that assists 
is insubstantial? 


Rav Yehuda of Diskarta! said: Actually, I will say to you that a per- 
son or an object that assists is substantial. However, it is different 
here, in this case, as the animal lifted its foot completely. The mishna 

is not discussing the case of an animal that could theoretically stand 

on three legs, but an actual situation where it completely lifted one of 
its feet and the fourth foot did not even assist in supporting the ani- 
mal’s weight. The Gemara rejects the suggestion of Rav Yehuda of 
Diskarta. And since it sometimes lifts this foot and sometimes lifts 

that foot, it should have the legal status of a zav who turns over. 
Didn’t we learn in a mishna: With regard to a zav who was lying on 

five benches" or on five money belts, if he was lying along their 

length, they are impure. At different times, his entire body was lying 

on each of the benches or on each of the money belts. If he was lying 

across their width, they are ritually pure because at no point was his 

entire weight supported by one of the benches or the money belts. 
However, ifhe slept across their width, there is uncertainty whether 
or not, while sleeping, he turned over on them. This raises the pos- 
sibility that, at some point, he lay along their length, and his entire 

weight was supported by one of the benches. Therefore, all of the 

benches are impure. A zav who moves his weight from one place to 

another renders all of those places ritually impure. Similarly, the fact 

that the animal lifts different legs is not sufficient for each to be con- 
sidered as not assisting to support the weight of the zav. 


Rather, is it not that the garments beneath the legs of the animal re- 
main ritually pure because we say: An object that assists is insub- 
stantial? Each foot merely assists in supporting the weight of the zav. 
Similarly, Rav Pappi said in the name of Rava: We, too, also learned 
support for this halakha, 


HALAKHA 


If a zav was sitting on a bed — mya a3 by awi my: Ifa zav sat on 
a bed, and four garments were beneath the four legs of the bed, 
all of the garments are impure, as per the unattributed mishna 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 7:5). 


If he was riding on an animal - 7973133 by a>): If a zav was 
riding on an animal, and beneath its ‘legs were four objects, even 
if those objects are subject to impurity imparted by lying, they 
remain ritually pure. Since the animal is capable of standing on 
three legs, each leg is considered to be merely assisting the oth- 


Garments beneath the legs of the animal — on nnn niby 
magan: This case requires further explanation, as the following 
question can be raised: Since three of the animal's legs are capable 
of supporting the animal, and one leg is considered incapable of 
doing so, all of the garments should become impure. Everyone 
agrees that one who is capable is certainly liable. Due to the 
uncertainty with regard to which leg is the incapable one, which 
stems from the fact that each could be characterized as one of 


NOTES 


ers, and assistance is insignificant (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 7:6). 


A zav who was lying on five benches - nwan by Syn maw ot 
pooae: If a zav laid lengthwise on five benches or on long strips, 
they are all impure. If his length was across their width, they re- 
main ritually pure. If he slept there, they are all impure due to the 
uncertainty that he may have changed position while sleeping 
and lay along their length (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei 
Mishkav UMoshav 7:4). 


he three capable legs, the ruling should be stringent, and all the 
garments should be impure. Indeed, according to one opinion, 
he leniency applies only in the public domain, based upon the 
principle that, in cases of uncertainty with regard to impurity in 
he public domain, the ruling is lenient (Meiri). The lenient ruling 
can be explained as follows: Since the weight of the animal is 
equally distributed between all four legs, characterizing three of 
he legs as capable is inaccurate (Tosefot Rid). 


LANGUAGE 


Diskarta — xmp: Related to the Middle Persian dast- 
agird, meaning estate. Diskarta is the name of a place. 
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HALAKHA 


One of his feet was on a vessel — don by nn tba: Ifa 
priest serving in the Temple had one foot on the floor and 
the other foot atop a vessel or a stone, his service is valid if 
he was capable of remaining standing on one foot when 
the vessel or stone was removed. This ruling is in accordance 
with the statement of Rabbi Eliezer (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 5:18). 


He received the blood in his right hand, and his left hand 
assisted his right hand - iny»pn Draw pva bmp: Ifa 
priest received the blood with his right hand, and his left 
hand was merely assisting, his service was valid (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 5:18). 


One measure is sufficient for them all - tad SNS Ny: 
On Shabbat, if several people incapable of performing a pro- 
hibited labor alone performed it together, they are all liable, 
even if they only performed together a single measure that 
determines liability for that labor (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 1:16). 
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zaab 


This person is capable and that person is capable — bir mt 
bin mn: Rav Hai Gaon vehemently rejected this version of the 
text, primarily due to the fact that Rabbi Meir's opinion is not 
the accepted halakha here, as it is implausible that numerous 
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as we learned in a mishna, Rabbi Yosei says: If a zav was riding on 
an animal, and there was a garment beneath it, if he was riding the 
horse, he renders the garment impure by means of the horse’s 
front legs. Only then is it impure; if it was beneath the horse’s hind 
legs it is not. And if he was riding the donkey, he renders the gar- 
ment impure by means of the donkey’s hind legs. Only then is it 
impure; if it was beneath the donkey’s front legs it is not. The reason 
for this distinction is that a horse rests primarily on its front legs, 
and a donkey rests primarily on its hind legs. But why should a 
garment beneath the hind legs of a horse or the front legs of a don- 
key remain ritually pure? Don’t the legs assist each other? Is the 
reason not because we say that one who assists is insubstantial? 
Rav Ashi said: We, too, also learned support for this halakha in a 
different mishna. Rabbi Eliezer says: With regard to a priest that 
stood in the Temple, and one of his feet was on a vessel," and one 
of his feet was on the floor, or one of his feet was on a stone, and 
one of his feet was on the floor, while performing priestly Temple 
rites; we see, if the vessel was removed or the stone was removed, 
whether he would still be capable of standing on one foot on the 
ground. If so, his service is valid. And if he could not stand on one 
foot, his service is invalid. Is he considered to be standing on the 
floor, in which case the service is valid, or is he not considered to be 
standing on the floor, in which case the service is invalid? 


The Gemara asks: And why, if he would still be capable of standing 
on one foot, should it be valid? Don’t his legs assist each other? 
Isn’t the reason because we say: One who assists is insubstantial? 
Ravina said: We, too, also learned support for this in a different 
mishna. All service performed in the Temple must be performed 
with the right hand. Ifhe received the blood in his right hand, and 
his left hand assisted his right hand," his service is valid. And why 
is his service valid? Aren’t his hands assisting each other? Isn’t the 
reason because we say: One who assists is insubstantial? The 
Gemara concludes: Indeed, learn from this that it is so. 


The Master said in a baraita cited above: With regard to an action 
performed by two people, when this person is capable of perform- 
ing it alone and that person is capable" of performing it alone, 
Rabbi Meir deems them liable. A dilemma was raised before the 
students: Do we require a measure that determines liability for this 
person and a measure that determines liability for that one; or 
perhaps one measure that determines liability is sufficient for them 
all?" Rav Hisda and Rav Hamnuna disagreed. One said: There 
must be a measure that determines liability for this person and a 
measure that determines liability for that one. And one said: One 
measure of liability is sufficient for them all. Rav Pappa said in the 
name of Rava: We, too, also learned a mishna in support of the 
opinion that one measure is sufficient. It states in the mishna in 
tractate Zavim: If a zav was sitting on a bed, and there were four 
garments beneath the four legs of the bed, they are all ritually 
impure because the bed is incapable of standing on three legs. 
And why should they be ritually impure? Let them require a mea- 
sure of the weight of a zav for this garment and a measure of the 
weight of a zav for that garment. All the garments should only be- 
come impure if there was one zav on the bed for each garment. Is 
it not because we say that in order to make the garments impure 
one measure of impurity is sufficient for them all? Therefore, both 
parties are liable for one measure that determines liability. 


NOTES 


amoraiim would explain the matter based on his opinion if it 
was ultimately rejected (Rashba; see Tosafot). Fundamentally, 
Rav Hai Gaon's objection is not significant, as all the proofs cited 
by the amoraiim also apply to Rabbi Yehuda's opinion that if 


both were incapable of performing the act alone both are liable, 
which is the accepted halakha. On that basis, the Gemara asks 
whether two measures that determine liability are necessary or 
whether one suffices (Meiri). 
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Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: We, too, also learned an additional support 

from a different source. With regard to a deer that entered the house, and 

one person locked the door before it on Shabbat and prevented it from 

exiting, one is liable for performing the prohibited labor of trapping on 

Shabbat. If two people locked the door, they are exempt. If one is inca- 
pable of locking the door alone, and two people locked it, they are liable. 
And why are they liable? Let them require a measure of trapping for this 

person and a measure of trapping for that person. Is it not because we say 
that one measure of trapping is sufficient for them all? Ravina said: We, 
too, also learned an additional support from a different source. With regard 

to partners who stole an animal and slaughtered it," they are obligated to 

pay four or five times its value, as stated in the Torah. And why are they li- 
able? Let them require a measure of slaughtering for this one and a 

measure of slaughtering for that one. Is it not because we say that one 

measure of slaughtering is sufficient for them all? 


And Rav Ashi said: We, too, also learned an additional support from a 
similar source. Two people who carried out a weaver’s reed’ on Shabbat 
are liable. And why are they liable? Let them require a measure of carry- 
ing for this one and a measure of carrying for that one. Is it not because 
we say that one measure of carrying is sufficient for them all? Rav Aha, 
son of Rava, said to Rav Ashi: This cannot serve as a proof, for perhaps 
the rod has a measure equivalent to that which is used to cook an easily- 
cooked egg for this one and an easily-cooked egg for that one. That is the 
measure that determines liability for carrying out wood on Shabbat. He 
answered him: If so, let the baraita teach us the halakha with regard to an 
ordinary reed. What is different here that led the baraita to teach the ha- 
lakha specifically about a weaver’s reed? Rather, the baraita is certainly 
referring to a reed that is a single unit. Again Rav Aha rejects the proof: And 
perhaps it has a measure equivalent to that which is used to weave a cloth 
for this one and to weave a cloth for that one. That is the measure that 
determines liability. Rather, proof cannot be learned from this baraita. 


The tanna who recited mishnayot in the study hall taught before Rav 
Nahman: Two people who carried out a weaver’s reed on Shabbat are 
exempt, and Rabbi Shimon deems them liable. Rav Nahman was sur- 
prised at this. He asked: Toward where are you facing? This is the diamet- 
ric opposite of their opinions. Rather, say an emended baraita: They are 
liable, and Rabbi Shimon deems them exempt. 


MISHN 


JHN 


One who carries out foods less than the measure 
that determines liability for carrying out food in a 
vessel" on Shabbat is exempt, even for carrying out the vessel, because 
the vessel is secondary to the food inside it. Since one is not liable for car- 
rying out the food, he is not liable for carrying out the vessel either. Simi- 
larly, one who carries out a living person on a bed is exempt, even for 
carrying out the bed, because the bed is secondary to the person. One 
who carries out a corpse on a bed is liable. And similarly, one who carries 
out an olive-bulk of a corpse," or an olive-bulk of an animal carcass, or 
alentil-bulk of a creeping animal, which are the minimal measures of these 
items that transmit ritual impurity, is liable. And Rabbi Shimon deems 
him exempt. He holds that one is only liable for performing a prohibited 
labor for its own sake. One who carries out an object in order to bring it to 
its destination is liable. However, people carry out a corpse or an animal 
carcass only to be rid of them. 


G E M ARA The Sages taught in a baraita: One who carries out 


the measure that determines liability for carrying 
out foods in a vessel on Shabbat is liable for carrying out the food and 
exempt for carrying out the vessel. And if that vessel was needed by him 
for another purpose, he is liable even for carrying out the vessel. The 
Gemara wonders with regard to the second halakha: Can we conclude from 
it that one who eats two olive-bulks of forbidden fat in the course of one 
lapse of awareness is liable to bring two sin-offerings? In that case, one 
who carries out a vessel with food inside it has performed two actions that 
fall under the rubric of one prohibited labor. Why should he be liable to 
bring two sin-offerings? Rav Sheshet said: With what are we dealing here? 
We are dealing with a case where 


olisher 


HALAKHA 


Partners who stole an animal and 
slaughtered it — imap a3% pomi: If 
two partners stole an animal together, and 
one of them slaughtered it on behalf of both 
of them, they are both liable (Rambam Sefer 
Nezikin, Hilkhot Geneiva 2:14). 


One who carries out foods less than the 
measure that determines liability for carry- 
ing out food in a vessel - nina phais xxi 
pa vyw: One who carries out in a vessel 
less food than the measure that determines 
liability for carrying out food on Shabbat is 
exempt for carrying out the food as well as 
for carrying out the vessel. This is because 
the vessel is secondary to the food. So too, 
one who carries out a live person on a bed is 
exempt, even for carrying out the bed (Ram- 
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 18:28). 


One who carries out an olive-bulk of a 
corpse — NAT ya MD Kyi: One who car- 
ries out an olive-bulk of a corpse on Shab- 
bat is liable, as per the unattributed mishna. 
Some authorities rule according to Rabbi 
Shimon in this case as well and exempt one 
who does so because it is a prohibited labor 
not necessary for its own sake (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 18:18). 


BACKGROUND 
Weaver's reed — 173 bw map: Apparently, this 
reed is what is referred to as the lower warp 
beam, which is the reed on which the weaver 
stretches the strings of the warp. It is generally 
large, heavy, and difficult for a single person 
to carry. 


NOTES 


One who carries out foods less than the 
measure that determines liability for 
carrying out food in a vessel — pair extant 
pa aywan nina: In the Jerusalem Talmud, 
it is explained that this ruling applies only in 
a case where it would be difficult to carry out 
the food without the vessel. If the food could 
be easily carried out without the vessel, one 
would be liable for the vessel as well. 
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HALAKHA 


One who carries out a domesticated 
animal, an undomesticated animal, and 
fowl, etc. — 31 spi en Mata Kyi: One 
who carries out an animal, beast, or fowl on 
Shabbat is liable even if it is alive. However, 
a living person, who is neither bound nor ill, 
is not considered a burden and may be car- 
ried, as per the explanation of Rava (Ram- 
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 18:16). 


Selling a horse — D> Nya": Although the 
Sages prohibited selling work animals to a 
gentile, they permitted selling them horses 
to ride (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 20:4). 


LANGUAGE 


A hunter's falcons [devei vayadan] - *37 
118%: Apparently, the correct reading is 
debazyaran, a version that appears in some 
manuscripts and in the geonim. It is from 
the Middle Persian bazyar, meaning one 
who hunts with falcons. The term gener- 
ally refers to horses that carry the falconers. 
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one acted unwittingly with regard to the food and intentionally with regard to 
the vessel. He is liable to bring a sin-offering for the food and to receive karet for 
the vessel. Rav Ashi strongly objects to this. Didn’t the baraita teach: He is li- 
able even for the vessel? Apparently, the liability for the food and the liability for 
the vessel are identical. Rather, Rav Ashi said: This is referring to a case where 
one acted unwittingly both with regard to this, the food, and with regard to 
that, the vessel. And he became aware of one transgression, and then he became 
aware of the other transgression. And the ruling is dependent upon the dispute 
between Rabbi Yohanan and Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish cited above, with re- 
gard to the question whether or not one who unwittingly performed a single 
transgression twice and became aware of each separately is liable to bring two 
sin-offerings. 


We learned in the mishna: One who carries out aliving person ona bed is exempt 

even for carrying out the bed. The Gemara suggests: Let us say that the mishna 

is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Natan and not in accordance with 

the opinion of the Rabbis, as it was taught in a baraita: One who carries out a 

domesticated animal, an undomesticated animal, and fowl" into the public 

domain on Shabbat is liable whether they are alive or whether they are slaugh- 
tered. Rabbi Natan says: For carrying out slaughtered animals, he is liable, and 

for carrying out live animals, he is exempt, because a living being carries itself." 

A living being attempts to lighten the load of the person carrying it and thereby 
participates in the act of carrying. Rava said: The mishna can be understood even 

if you say that it is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis. The Rabbis 

disagree with Rabbi Natan only as far as the case of a domesticated animal, an 

undomesticated animal, and fowl is concerned because they deaden their 
weight in an attempt to free themselves from the one carrying them. However, 
with regard to the fact that a live person carries himself, even the Rabbis agree. 
Therefore, one who carries a live person out is exempt. 


Rav Adda bar Ahava said to Rava: And with regard to that which we learned in 
a mishna that it is prohibited to sell work animals to gentiles," to prevent a situa- 
tion where animals still belonging to a Jew would be lent to a gentile who would 

perform labor with them on Shabbat, but ben Beteira permits selling a horse" 

to a gentile. And it was taught in a baraita: Ben Beteira permits selling a horse 

for riding because the horse is performing an act for which one is not liable to 

bring a sin-offering, as riding a horse is not actually a prohibited labor. And 

Rabbi Yohanan said: Ben Beteira and Rabbi Natan said one, the same, thing. 
They both hold that an animal with a rider on its back is not considered to be 

bearing a burden. And if you say that the Rabbis only argue with Rabbi Natan 
with regard to a domesticated animal, an undomesticated animal, and fowl 

because they deaden their weight in an attempt to free themselves, why did 

Rabbi Yohanan say specifically that ben Beteira and Rabbi Natan agree? Didn’t 

you Say that in the case of a person riding a horse even the Rabbis agree? The 

Gemara answers: When Rabbi Yohanan said that ben Beteira and Rabbi Natan 

said the same thing, he was referring to a horse designated specifically for car- 
rying fowl. The Gemara asks: And is there a horse designated for carrying fowl? 
The Gemara answers: Yes, there is the horse for carrying a hunter’s falcons 

[devei vayadan].' 


NOTES 


Because a living being carries itself - iayy nx wii naw: Tosafot 
found this halakha difficult and concluded that one who carries a living 
being is exempt, not because a living being carries itself while others 
are carrying it, but because it moves independently and is not typically 
carried. Since in the construction of the Tabernacle no living beings were 
carried, the prohibition of carrying out on Shabbat does not apply to 
living beings. Some commentaries explained that one who carries a 
living being is exempt because the case falls under the following rubric: 
This person is capable, and this person is capable. In that case, both 
are exempt. Even though, practically speaking, the living being that is 
being carried is not capable of carrying himself in that situation, since 
he is neither bound nor ill, and he is capable of walking, it is as if both 


the living being and his carrier are participating in performance of the 
ion (Tiferet Yisrael). 


ow 
Q 


Selling animals to gentiles — nb maga nya: The prohibition against 
ling different types of animals to gentiles is discussed primarily in 
tractate Avoda Zara. There were sages who adopted a more stringent 
approach to this prohibition while others were more lenient. Various 
rationales were suggested for the prohibition. The conclusion is that 
sale of a work animal to a gentile was prohibited by rabbinic decree 
due to concern lest the Jew transfer the animal to the gentile through 
partial transaction, e.g., a rental or a situation where after the gentile 
takes possession of the animal one of the parties reneges. That could 
lead to a Jewish-owned animal being put to work on Shabbat. 
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Rabbi Yohanan said: And Rabbi Natan agrees in the case of a 
person who is bound" because he is unable to lighten the load 
of the person carrying him. Rav Adda bar Mattana said to 
Abaye: And what of those Persians who are considered as if 
they were bound? because they don heavy armor and always ride 
horses, and nevertheless Rabbi Yohanan said: Ben Beteira and 
Rabbi Natan said one thing and permitted selling horses even 
to Persians? The Gemara answers: There, with regard to the 
Persians, it is not that they are unable to dismount their horses. 
It is arrogance that keeps them from dismounting their horses. 
As proof, the Gemara relates: There was that Persian officer 
[pardashka]" at whom the king was angry, and he ran three 
parasangs on foot. Apparently, even Persian horsemen are not 
considered bound and are capable of walking without their 
horses. 


We learned in the mishna that according to the first tanna: One 
who carries out a corpse on a bed is liable. And similarly, one 
who carries out an olive-bulk of a corpse, or an olive-bulk of an 
animal carcass, or a lentil-bulk of a creeping animal is liable. 
Rabbi Shimon deems him exempt. Rabba bar bar Hana said 
that Rabbi Yohanan said, and Rav Yosef said that Rabbi Shi- 
mon ben Lakish said: Rabbi Shimon would deem exempt 


even one who carries out a corpse to bury it." Rava said: And 
Rabbi Shimon agrees that one who carries out a hoe on Shabbat 
with which to dig or a Torah scroll from which to read is liable. 
The Gemara asks: This is obvious, as if those acts of carrying out 
are also in the category of a prohibited labor not necessary for 
its own sake" because the carrier’s intention is to dig or to read, 
if so, according to Rabbi Shimon, how can you find an act of 
carrying that would be considered a prohibited labor necessary 
for its own sake? The Gemara answers: Nevertheless, there is a 
novel element in Rava’s statement. Lest you say that Rabbi Shi- 
mon deems one liable only in a case where one carries out an 
object for the sake of the one carrying it, as well as for its own 
sake, for example, in a case where one carried out a hoe for its 
own sake, in order to sharpen its blade, and for the sake of the 
one carrying it, in order to dig with it, or one carried out a Torah 
scroll for its own sake, in order to emend it, and for the sake of 
the one carrying it, in order to read from it; therefore, Rava 
teaches us that Rabbi Shimon deems one liable for carrying out 
an object even when it is carried only for his own sake and not 
for the sake of the object. 


The Gemara relates: There was a corpse in the city of Derokera 
and Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak permitted carrying it out into a 
karmelit on Shabbat because, for some reason, it could not re- 
main where it was. Rabbi Yohanan, brother of Mar, son of 
Rabbana, said to Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak: In accordance 
with whose opinion did you permit moving the corpse to the 
karmelit? If it was in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Shimon, say that in that case Rabbi Shimon exempted one 
from the obligation to bring a sin-offering. However, there 
remains a rabbinic prohibition. Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said 
to him: By God, have you entered into an understanding of the 
matter? Even according to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda it is 
permitted to carry out the corpse, as did I say they may carry it 
out to the public domain? I said that it may be carried out into 
a karmelit, which is only prohibited by rabbinic law. With regard 
to prohibitions by rabbinic law, the principle states: Great is 
human dignity, as it overrides a prohibition in the Torah: “You 
shall not deviate from that which they tell you to the right or to 
the left” (Deuteronomy 17:11). 


HALAKHA 
Carrying out a person who is bound — md3 O1% nNyin: The 
Sages unanimously agreed with Rabbi Yohanan that one who 
carries out a person who is bound or ill on Shabbat is liable 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 18:16). 


BACKGROUND 


Persian horsemen — o%D19 my8: The Persians, especially dur- 
ing the period of the Sassanid Empire, based their military power 
on their cavalry. The Persian cavalry officers were members of a 

noble class and preceded the European knights in terms of both 

their standing and the manner in which they dressed. The Persian 

officers generally wore heavy armor over their uniforms and also 

placed armor on their horses. Whether due to the weight of their 
armor or due to their social standing, it was rare to see a Persian 

knight on foot, to the point that some of the Sages thought them 

unable to walk at all due to the weight of their armor. 


LANGUAGE 
Officer [pardashka] - %>w18: An alternate form reflected in 
some manuscripts is pardakhsha. Perhaps from the Middle Per- 
sian parda-kas, meaning one who draws the curtain. 


HALAKHA 

Carrying out a corpse on Shabbat - nawa ny nygyin: Ifa corpse 
in a house on Shabbat begins to decompose, it is permitted to 
carry it out to a karmelit for the sake of human dignity, in accor- 
dance with the statement of Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak. If those 
inside the house can go elsewhere, it is preferable that they leave 
and the corpse remains (Rambam). Some authorities say that 
even when moving the corpse to a karmelit, a loaf of bread or 
an infant should be placed on it (Jur based on Rashi). Other au- 
thorities permit carrying the corpse even into the public domain 
along with an infant (based on the Ramban), but not along with 
a loaf of bread. It is also permitted to enlist the help of gentiles 
to carry out the body without placing an infant or a loaf of bread 
on the corpse (Rema; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
15:22, 26:23; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 311:2). 


NOTES 


A prohibited labor not necessary for its own sake — Tx 
mand MD AYKW: The early commentaries discussed the ex- 
act definition of a prohibited labor not necessary for its own 
sake. The greatest difficulty in finding a prohibited labor actually 
necessary for its own sake is with regard to carrying out from 
one domain to another. Ostensibly, one carrying out an object 
from one place to another does not do so for the sake of car- 
rying per se, as opposed to one who bakes because he needs 
to bake. One carries to be rid of an object or to use it for some 
other purpose. Therefore, carrying out necessary for its own sake 
is defined here as carrying out an object from one domain to 
another in order to use it. 
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HALAKHA 
One who plucks signs of impurity, etc. — 439 whinn 
13) TNA: One who removes symptoms of leprosy or 
alters signs of impurity in any way violates a Torah prohi- 
bition. If he succeeds in ridding himself of the symptoms 
of leprosy, and he begins the purification process, he is 
flogged with lashes. If he removed only some of the symp- 
toms, and he remained ritually impure, he is not liable to 
receive lashes, although he is in violation of the prohibi- 
tion. The ruling in this case is as per the statement of Rav 
Sheshet, in accordance with whose opinion the halakha 
is ruled in disputes with Rav Nahman with regard to ritual 
matters (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Tzara‘at 10:1). 


One who removes his fingernails — v3% pian: One 
may neither remove his fingernails on Shabbat with a 
utensil nor by hand. It is prohibited to remove one’s own 
nails as well the nails of another. Although it is prohibited 
to remove them by hand, one is not liable for doing so. 
One is liable only for removing fingernails with a utensil 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 9:8; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 340:1). 


NOTES 

One who plucks signs of impurity, etc. — 439 whinn 
^D maw: The halakhot of leprosy are discussed in the 
Torah (Leviticus 13-14). The Sages explain that there is an 
explicit prohibition: “Take heed in the plague of leprosy” 
(Deuteronomy 24:8), which prohibits any treatment of 
the symptoms of impurity that may purify the leper in an 
illegitimate manner. The growth of at least two white hairs 
or yellow hairs within the blemished, leprous area of the 
scalp is a sign of impurity. In the case of burnt skin, with 
regard to which there is uncertain impurity, unaffected 
skin in its midst is a sign of impurity. Therefore, one who 
seeks to purify himself will pluck those hairs or burn the 
unaffected skin. 


To convey the far-reaching nature of his statement - 
ind Jurtin: Since the language of the Sages in the Oral 
Law is minimalistic, and most of their discussions deal 
with specific cases rather than overarching principles, 
here is often room to view a Sage's statements as not rep- 
resentative of his opinion in its entirety. As such, his state- 
ment may be formulated in a manner that underscores 
he extreme nature of his opponent's opinion. Therefore, 
one must consider the possibility that a mishna may in 
act be accurately reflecting only one side of the dispute. 
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We learned there in a mishna discussing the halakhot of leprosy: One 

who plucks white hairs that are signs of impurity," and similarly one 

who burned the unaffected skin in the midst of a leprous sore in an 

attempt to purify himself, violates a prohibition, as it is stated: “Take 

heed [hishamer] in the plague of leprosy” (Deuteronomy 24:8). This 

ruling is based on the principle that the term hishamer indicates a 
prohibition. On this topic, it was stated: With regard to one who 

plucks one of two white hairs, everyone agrees that he is liable be- 
cause a single hair remains, which is less than the measure that deter- 
mines impurity, i.e., two hairs. It is with regard to one who plucks one 

of three white hairs that there is a dispute between the amora’im. Rav 
Nahman said: He is liable. Rav Sheshet said: He is exempt. The 

Gemara elaborates. Rav Nahman said: He is liable because his ac- 
tions were effective, as if another hair is removed, the impurity 
would cease. He thereby hastened his purification and is in violation 

of the prohibition. Rav Sheshet said: He is exempt because his ac- 
tions were ineffective, as now, in any case, the impurity is intact even 

after he removed one hair. His act is ineffective, and therefore he does 

not violate the prohibition. 


Rav Sheshet said: From where do I derive and state my opinion? I 
derive it as we learned in the mishna: And similarly, one who carries 

out an olive-bulk of a corpse and an olive-bulk of an animal carcass 

is liable. The Gemara elaborates: By inference, one who carries out 
half an olive-bulk is exempt. What, is it not taught in a baraita: One 

who carries out half an olive-bulk of a corpse is liable? Is it not that 
the contradiction is resolved as follows? That which was taught in the 

baraita: He is liable, is referring to a case where one carried out half 
an olive-bulk from an olive-bulk. Because less than an olive-bulk of 
the corpse remained, it is no longer a source of ritual impurity. And 

that which we learned in the mishna: He is exempt, is referring to a 

case where one carried out half an olive-bulk from an olive-bulk 
and a half. Since an entire olive-bulk remains, the source of impurity 
remains intact. And Rav Nahman explains it differently. Both this, 
the one who carried out half an olive-bulk from an olive-bulk, and 

that, the one who carried out half an olive-bulk from an olive-bulk 
and a half, are liable. And that which we learned in the mishna: He 

is exempt, is referring to a case where one carried out half an olive- 
bulk from a large corpse. In that case, even Rav Nahman agrees that 
his action was ineffective. Since he did not carry out a measure that 
determines liability, he is exempt. 


MI S HN A With regard to one who removes his finger- 


nails" with one another on Shabbat without 
scissors, or with his teeth, and the same is true with regard to one 
who removes his hair with his hands, and the same is true with regard 
to his mustache, and the same is true with regard to his beard, and 
the same is true with regard to a woman who braids her hair, and 
the same is true with regard to one who applies blue eye shadow, and 
the same is true with regard to one who applies blush, Rabbi Eliezer 
deems them all liable, as they each performed a labor prohibited by 
Torah law. And the Rabbis prohibited performing all of these actions 
due to rabbinic decree. None of the actions constitute prohibited 
labors. 


G E M ARA Rabbi Elazar said: The dispute is specifi- 


cally with regard to a case where one removes 
his fingernails by hand; however, everyone agrees that one is liable 
ifhe removes them with a utensil. The Gemara asks: This is obvious. 
We explicitly learned the phrase: With one another, in the mishna. 
The Gemara answers: Lest you say that the Rabbis also exempt one 
who removes his fingernail with a utensil, i.e., because one is not in- 
terested in the removed nail, he did not perform the prohibited labor 
of shearing, and that which was taught in the mishna: With one 
another, is intended to convey the far-reaching nature of Rabbi 
Eliezer’s statement" that one is liable even in a case where he removed 
his fingernails with one another; therefore, Rabbi Elazar teaches us 
that this is not so. 
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And Rabbi Elazar said: The dispute is specifically with regard to one who re- 
moves fingernails for himself; however, with regard to one removing finger- 
nails for another, everyone agrees that he is exempt. The Gemara asks: That 
is obvious. We explicitly learned the phrase: His fingernails, in the mishna. 
The Gemara answers: Lest you say that Rabbi Eliezer deems one liable for 
cutting another’s fingernails as well, and that which was taught in the mishna: 
His fingernails, is intended to convey the far-reaching nature of the statement 
of the Rabbis that one is exempt even in a case where he removes his own nails, 
and all the more so in a case where he removes another’s; therefore, Rabbi 
Elazar teaches us that everyone agrees that he is exempt when removing an- 
other’s nails. 


We learned in the mishna: And the same is true with regard to one who removes 

his hair with his hands; Rabbi Eliezer deems him liable and the Rabbis deem 

him exempt. One of the Sages taught in the Tosefta: One who removes enough 

of his hair to fill the opening of the scissors on Shabbat is liable. And how 
much is enough to fill the opening of the scissors? Rav Yehuda said: Two 

hairs." The Gemara asks: But was it not taught later in that baraita: And with 

regard to the Torah prohibition against removing one’s hair and causing bald- 
ness as an expression of mourning the dead: “Nor make any baldness between 

your eyes for the dead” (Deuteronomy 14:1), one who removes two hairs is li- 
able? Apparently, enough to fill the opening ofa scissors is a different amount 
of hairs. The Gemara answers: Say that these are not two different measures. 
The baraita is saying: And the same is true for baldness, two is the measure. 


That was also taught in a baraita: One who removes enough of his hair to fill 
the opening of the scissors on Shabbat is liable. And how much is enough to 
fill the opening of the scissors? It is two hairs. Rabbi Eliezer says: One is li- 
able for removing even one hair. And the Sages agree with Rabbi Eliezer that 
one who collects and plucks white hairs from among black ones is liable even 
if he removed a single hair. His actions indicate that one hair is significant for 
him. And this matter of plucking white hairs is prohibited for men even on 
weekdays," as it is stated: “A woman shall not don a man’s clothes, and a man 
shall not wear a woman’s garment” (Deuteronomy 22:5). The Sages derive 
that any action typically performed by women for beautification is prohibited 
for men. 


It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar says: With regard to 
a fingernail, the majority of which has been severed, and it is only connected 
to the finger by a small piece; and with regard to shreds of skin, the majority 
of which have been severed from the body; by hand, one is permitted to 
completely remove them on Shabbat. Ifhe removes them with a utensil, he is 
liable to bring a sin-offering. The Gemara wonders: Is there any matter where 
one who performs an action with a utensil is liable to bring a sin-offering, and 
if he performs that action by hand, it is permitted ab initio, and it is not even 
prohibited by rabbinic decree? The Gemara answers: This is what Rabbi Shi- 
mon ben Elazar meant to say: If the majority has been severed, removing the 
rest by hand is permitted. If he removes the rest with a utensil he is exempt, 
but it is prohibited to do so ab initio. And if the majority has not yet been 
severed, if he removes the rest by hand he is exempt, but it is prohibited to 
do so ab initio. If he did so with a utensil, he is liable to bring a sin-offering. 
Rav Yehuda said: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Shimon ben Elazar in this matter. Rabba bar bar Hana said that Rabbi 
Yohanan said: And that is if the partially severed portions of the fingernail 
were severed facing upward" near the nail and cause him pain; in that case 
one may remove them ab initio. 


HALAKHA 


One who cuts hair — rw ma: It is prohibited to cut even a single hair 
on Shabbat. One who cut his hair with a utensil is only liable if he cut at 
least two hairs. However, one who removed white hairs from among 
black ones is liable for even a single hair (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 9:9; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 340:1). 


And this matter of plucking white hairs is prohibited for men even 


on weekdays - 10X bina AN MII: It is prohibited for a man to re- 


move white hairs from among black ones due to the prohibition: “And a 
man shall not wear a woman’s garment” (Deuteronomy 22:5). One who 
removed a single white hair is liable to receive lashes (Rambam Sefer 
HaMadda, Hilkhot Avoda Zara 12:10; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 182:6, Orah 
Hayyim 340:1). 


And that is if the partially severed portions of the fingernail were 
severed facing upward — mwn 3 wa Kim: Fingernails and thin 
strips of skin that were displaced and are facing upward may be severed 
by hand on Shabbat. However, it is prohibited to do so with a utensil, 
although one who does so with a utensil is not liable for doing so. If the 
majority of the nail or skin is not displaced, one may not sever it even by 
hand, although one is not liable for doing so. If one did so with a utensil, 
he is liable to bring a sin-offering for performing the primary category 
of the prohibited labor of shearing. Since the commentaries dispute the 
meaning of facing upward (see Rashi and Tosafot), the prohibition to 
sever the nails and the skin applies regardless of the direction that they 
are facing (see Mishna Berura; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
9:9; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 328:31). 
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We learned in the mishna: And the same is true with regard to a woman 
who braids her hair, and one who applies blue eye shadow, and one who 
applies blush; Rabbi Eliezer deems them liable by Torah law. The Gemara 
asks: For performance of what prohibited labor is a woman who braids her 
hair, or who applies blue eye shadow, or who applies blush on Shabbat 
liable? Rabbi Avin said that Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina, said: A 
woman who braids her hair is liable due to weaving, as braiding and weav- 
ing are similar actions. A woman who applies blue eye shadow is liable due 
to writing. A woman who applies blush is liable due to spinning. Women 
would make a string from a doughy substance and pass it over their faces to 
redden their complexion. The Rabbis said before Rabbi Abbahu: And is 
that the typical manner of weaving, and is that the typical manner of 
writing, and is that the typical manner of spinning? Rabbi Eliezer would 
certainly agree that one who performs a prohibited labor in an atypical 
manner is exempt. Rather, Rabbi Abbahu said: This matter was explained 
to me by Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina, himself. 


A woman who applies eye shadow" is liable due to dyeing; one who braids 
her hair and applies blush" is liable due to the prohibition against building. 
The Gemara asks about this: And is that the typical manner of building? 
The Gemara answers: Yes, braiding one’s hair is considered building, as 
Rabbi Shimon ben Menasya taught that the verse states: “And the Lord 
God built the side that He took from Adam into a woman” (Genesis 2:22), 
which teaches that the Holy One, Blessed be He, braided Eve’s hair and 
brought her to Adam. From where is it derived that this is the meaning of 
built? It is because in the islands of the sea they call braiding building. It 
was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar says: With regard 
to a woman who braids her hair and who applies eye shadow or blush on 
Shabbat, if she did it for herself, she is exempt; if she did it for another, 
she is liable. This is because a woman cannot perform these actions for 
herself in as complete a fashion as she can for someone else. And, so too, 
Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar would say in the name of Rabbi Eliezer: A 
woman may not apply rouge to her face on Shabbat because by doing so 
she is dyeing, which is one of the prohibited labors on Shabbat. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: One who milks" an animal, and one who 
sets milk to curdle," and one who makes cheese," in the measure of a dried 
fig-bulk, and one who sweeps the house, and one who sprinkles water on 
the floor, and one who removes honeycombs," if he did so unwittingly on 
Shabbat, he is liable to bring a sin-offering. Ifhe did so intentionally on 
a Festival, he receives forty lashes; this is the statement of Rabbi Eliezer. 
And the Rabbis say: Both this, on Shabbat and that, on a Festival, these 
actions are only prohibited due to a rabbinic decree, not by Torah law. 
Therefore, one is neither liable to bring a sin-offering nor to receive lashes 
for performing those actions. 


Eye shadow - nbmis: It is prohibited to apply eye shadow on 
Shabbat, and one who does so violates the prohibition against 
performing prohibited labor on Shabbat. Some authorities state 
that it is prohibited due to the primary category of dyeing, as 
per our Gemara, while others say that it is prohibited due to the 
primary category of writing. Yet others hold that it is a prohibi- 
tion by rabbinic law (Magen Avraham, and see Biur Halakha; 
Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 23:12; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 303:25). 


One who braids her hair and applies blush — nppias nbaix It 
is prohibited for a woman to braid her hair on Shabbat. How- 
ever, if she does so she is not liable. Some authorities rule that 
itis prohibited for a woman to part her hair even with her hand 
(Rashi), while others only prohibit doing so with a utensil (Rema; 
Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 22:26; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 303:26). 
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HALAKHA 


One who milks - bin: One who milks an animal on Shab- 
bat is liable for performing the prohibited labor of extracting. 


The measure that determines liability by Torah law is a dried 


fig-bulk. If the cow is suffering because of its milk, it is permit- 


ted to milk it in an atypical manner or to ask a gentile to do it 


(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 8:7; Shulhan Arukh, 


Orah Hayyim 305:20). 


One who sets milk to curdle - yama: One who sets milk to 
curdle on Shabbat is liable for performing a subcategory of 


selecting, a primary category of labor. The measure that de- 


termines liability by Torah law is a dried fig-bulk (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 28:1, 21:17; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 319717). 


One who makes cheese — }333: One who makes cheese on 
Shabbat is liable for performing a subcategory of building, a 


primary category of labor. The measure that determines liability 
by Torah law is a dried fig-bulk (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 10:13). 


Removing honeycombs - wat nbn TTA: It is prohibited 
to remove honey from a beehive because it is similar to the 
prohibited labor of severing. However, one who does so is 
not liable to bring a sin-offering, as per the ruling of the Rab- 
bis. The Rema writes that this ruling only applies in a case 
where the honeycomb is connected to the beehive. How- 
ever, if it was detached from the beehive before Shabbat, it 
is permitted to remove the honey that is on the honeycomb. 
Removing the honeycombs themselves remains prohib- 
ited (Mishna Berura; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
21:6; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 321:13 and in the comment 
of the Rema). 
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The Gemara relates: Rav Nahman bar Gurya happened to come 
to Neharde’a. The students asked him: For what prohibited labor 
is one who milks liable? He said to them: For milking. For what 
prohibited labor is one who sets milk to curdle liable? He said to 
them: For setting milk to curdle. For what is a person who 
makes cheese liable? He said to them: For making cheese. They 
said to him: Your teacher was a reed cutter in a swamp who did 
not know how to explain the mishna to his students. He came and 
asked those questions in the study hall. They said to him: One 
who milks is liable for performing the prohibited labor of 
extracting," which is a subcategory of threshing, on Shabbat. This 
is because when one extracts milk from a cow it is similar to the 
act of threshing, where one removes the desired content from its 
covering. One who sets milk is liable for the prohibited labor of 
selecting because part of the milk is separated and made into 
congealed milk. And one who makes cheese is liable for building 
because the cheese within the milk assumes a solid form, which 
is similar to the process of building. 


The baraita cited above taught: With regard to one who sweeps" 
the house, and one who sprinkles" water on the floor, and one 
who removes honeycombs, if he did so unwittingly on Shabbat, 
he is liable to bring a sin-offering. If he did so intentionally on a 
Festival, he receives forty lashes; this is the statement of Rabbi 
Eliezer. Rabbi Elazar said: What is the rationale for the state- 
ment of Rabbi Eliezer? His rationale is as it is written: “And he 
put forth the end of the rod that was in his hand and dipped it in 
the honeycomb [yarat hadevash]” (1 Samuel 14:27). The Ge- 
mara wonders: What does a forest [ ya'ar ] have to do with honey 
[devash]? Rather, it comes to tell you: Just as with regard to a 
forest, one who picks from a tree on Shabbat is liable to bring a 
sin-offering, so too, with regard to a honeycomb, one who re- 
moves honey from it on Shabbat is liable to bring a sin-offering. 


The Gemara relates: Ameimar permitted sprinkling water in the 
city of Mehoza." He said: What is the reason that the Rabbis 
said it is prohibited to sprinkle water? It was due to concern lest 
one come to smooth out holes in an unpaved floor. Here, in 
Mehoza, there are no holes in the floor because all the houses 
have stone floors. The Gemara also relates: Rava Tosfa’a, an expert 
on the Tosefta, found that Ravina was suffering on Shabbat from 
the dusty hot air in the house. And some say that Mar Kashisha,” 
son of Rava, found that Rav Ashi was suffering from the dusty 
hot air. Mar Kashisha said to Rav Ashi: And does my Master not 
hold in accordance with this halakha that was taught in a baraita: 
One who wishes to sprinkle water on the floor of his house on 
Shabbat, where it is otherwise prohibited, brings a large basin 
full of water, and washes his face in this corner, then moves the 
basin and washes his hands in this corner, his feet in this corner, 
and it will eventuate that the floor of the entire house is sprin- 
kled by itself from the water that splashed in a backhanded man- 
ner? Rav Ashi said to him: It did not enter my mind to employ 
that method. 


One of the Sages taught: A wise woman sprinkles water on the 
floor of her house on Shabbat by washing different vessels in dif- 
ferent parts of the house. And now that we hold in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon," who maintains that it is 
permitted to perform an unintentional act on Shabbat, it is per- 
mitted to sweep and sprinkle water on the floor of a house on 
Shabbat even ab initio, because one’s intention is not to smooth 
the holes in the floor. 


PERSONALITIES 


Mar Kashisha — xww “va: Apparently, both Rava and Rav 
Hisda had two sons each, named, or called, Mar. In order to 
distinguish between them, one was called Mar Kashisha, the 
elder, and the other Mar Yanuka, the younger. According to 


Rashi, Mar Kashisha was the firstborn and Mar Yanuka was the 
youngest. However, according to Tosafot, Mar Yanuka was the 


elder and was so called because he was born in Rava’s youth, 


whereas Mar Kashisha was born when Rava was older. 


BACKGROUND 
A reed cutter in a swamp — NINI ap rp: Apparently, the 
students used this expression because picking reeds in a 
swamp is unskilled labor. Those who engage in that activity 
are completely ignorant. 


NOTES 

One who milks is liable for extracting - 1512 Dw an ain: 
Even though extracting is not itself a primary category of labor, 
the Gemara explains the prohibition of milking in terms of 
extracting. It does not say that one who milks is liable due to 
threshing because they are completely different. In contrast, 
milking and extracting are similar (Adderet Eliyahu). Many com- 
mentaries found the categorization of milking under the rubric 
of the primary category of threshing difficult, as most authori- 
ties hold that the prohibition of threshing applies only to plants 
(see Tosafot). Some explained that milking is prohibited by 
Torah law according to Rabbi Yehuda. However, the halakha is 
that it is prohibited only by rabbinic decree (Rashba). Others 
explained that the extracting mentioned with regard to milk- 
ing on Shabbat is a subcategory of smoothing, not threshing 
(Rabbeinu Tam in Sefer HaYashar). Yet other commentaries 
ruled that since, in certain respects, an animal is considered an 
item that grows in the ground, milking indeed falls under the 
rubric of threshing (geonim, Sefer HaHashlama). 


Ameimar permitted sprinkling water in Mehoza — va" 
rina xn XW: This ruling is difficult, as the Sages said: 
Anaction may not be permitted due to special circumstances 
because there is concern that one may come to permit the 
action in a case where those circumstances do not apply (see 
Shabbat 29b, p. 137 in Part 1). Some explained that leniency due 
to special circumstances is only rejected when the case where 
those circumstances do not apply is in the same city as where 
they do. When circumstances exist throughout the city, the 
leniency may be implemented (Meiri). Other commentaries 
explained that Ameimar holds in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Shimon, who says that even on a dirt floor there is 
no Torah prohibition against sprinkling water. Decrees are not 
issued to prevent violation of a rabbinic decree or ordinance 
(Rabbi Elazar Moshe Horowitz). 


HALAKHA 

One who sweeps - 13337: It is prohibited to sweep a dirt 
floor on Shabbat. However, one who does so is not liable to 
bring a sin-offering. One may sweep a tiled floor on Shabbat. 
Some authorities permit sweeping even a dirt floor, while 
others even prohibit sweeping a tiled floor (Mordekhai; Rab- 
beinu Yeruham). The Rema writes that the prevalent custom 
is in accordance with the latter opinion, and it should not be 
changed. It is, however, permitted for a Jew to ask a gentile to 
sweep a dirt floor using a soft broom made with down or the 
like because that broom neither breaks nor fills holes in the 
floor (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 21:3; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 337:2). 


One who sprinkles — yaya: It is permitted to sprinkle water 
on dirt floors in the house on Shabbat because one does not 
intend to fill the holes in the ground (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 21:3; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 337:1). 


And now that we hold in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Shimon, etc. -= ^3) jiynaw 1D P NPIDT KIPRT: The 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, 
who holds that it is permitted to perform an unintentional 
act on Shabbat as long as it will not inevitably lead to the 
performance of a prohibited labor (Mishna Berura; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 337:1). 
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HALAKHA 
One who severs a leaf or a fruit from a plant growing in a 
flowerpot - yxy whinn: It is prohibited to sever anything 
from a plant on Shabbat, even from a plant in an imperforated 
flowerpot. One who severs a leaf or fruit from a perforated pot 
is liable to bring a sin-offering for unwittingly severing part of 
the plant (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 336:7). 


Perek X 
Dafo5 Amud b 


NOTES 


Rabbi Shimon’s opinion with regard to a perforated pot - 
Ip yyy piynw 27 New: Most commentaries wondered 
why the Gemara found a contradiction between Rabbi Shi- 
mons statements in the mishna and the baraita, when there 
was no necessity to interpret his statements in that way. To- 
safot raised the question and suggested several answers. One 
explanation is that the language in the mishna: Rabbi Shimon 
deems one exempt in both this case and that case, means 
that the legal status of a perforated pot is equal to that of 
an imperforated pot in every sense. Therefore, the question 
was raised from the baraita with regard to rendering seeds 
susceptible to becoming ritually impure (Rashba). 


And if the statement of Rabbi Zeira was stated — 1AN% 1 
xPPATt xm: In other words, the emendation of Rabbi Zeira’s 
statement was to resolve the difficulty that was raised. In ad- 
dition, it explains why he did not respond to the Elder. The 
Gemara explains that the two cases are not at all related, as 
a pot that was broken to the extent that it can no longer 
become ritually impure, i.e., it no longer holds a quarter of 
a log, no longer has the legal status of a vessel. However, no 
proof can be cited from there with regard to whether or not 
a potted plant is considered to draw sustenance from the 
ground (Rabbeinu Tam). 
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MI S HN One who severs a leaf or a fruit from a 

plant growing in a perforated flowerpot" 
on Shabbat is liable, as a plant in a flowerpot with holes in it has 
the legal status ofa plant connected to the ground. Picking from 
it is prohibited due to reaping. And one who picks from an im- 
perforated pot is exempt, but it is prohibited to do so ab initio. 
And Rabbi Shimon deems one who does so exempt in both 
this, the case of the perforated flowerpot, and that, the case of 
the imperforated flowerpot. 


GEMARAĄ®?" raised a contradiction before 


Rava, and some say it was Rabbi Hiyya 
bar Rav who raised the contradiction before Rav: On the one 
hand, we learned in the mishna that Rabbi Shimon deems one 
exempt in both this case and that case. Apparently, Rabbi Shi- 
mon equates a perforated pot with an imperforated pot. And 
they raised a contradiction: Rabbi Shimon says: The only differ- 
ence between a perforated pot and an imperforated pot 


is with regard to rendering seeds capable of becoming ritually 
impure. Seeds that are in a perforated pot have the legal status 
of seeds planted in the ground and, as such, cannot become 
ritually impure. Seeds that are in an imperforated pot are con- 
sidered detached from the ground and can become ritually im- 
pure. Apparently, in other areas of halakha, Rabbi Shimon holds 
that a plant in a perforated pot has the legal status of a plant in 
the ground (Me’iri). He said to him: With regard to all matters 
of halakha, Rabbi Shimon equates the status of a perforated pot 
with that of being detached." However, the matter of impurity 
is different, as the Torah amplified purity with regard to seeds, 
as it is stated: “And if anything falls from their carcasses upon 
any sowing seed that is sown, it is pure” (Leviticus 11:37). The 
repetitive language: “Any sowing seed that is sown” teaches that 
any seed that can be characterized as sowing, including one 
growing in a perforated pot, remains pure. However, in other 
areas of halakha, the status of a perforated pot is equal to that of 
an imperforated pot. 


Acertain Elder raised a dilemma before Rabbi Zeira: In a case 
where the root ofa plant in a perforated pot is opposite the hole, 
what would Rabbi Shimon say in terms of whether or not it is 
considered attached to the ground? He was silent and did not 
say anything to him. The Gemara relates that once the same 
Elder found Rabbi Zeira, who was sitting and saying: And 
Rabbi Shimon agrees that if the hole in the flowerpot is large 
enough to render it ritually pure, i.e., unable to hold olives, it is 
considered attached to the earth with regard to Shabbat. He said 
to him: Now, I raised a dilemma before you as to Rabbi Shi- 
mon’s ruling in a case where the root is opposite the hole, and 
you did not say anything to me. With regard to a case where the 
root is not actually opposite the hole, but its hole is large 
enough to render it pure, do you need to tell me that the di- 
lemma whether or not it is considered detached is unresolved? 
Rather, this must certainly be understood differently. 


Abaye said: And if the statement of Rabbi Zeira that Rabbi 
Shimon holds that a perforated pot is considered attached to the 
ground, was stated," it was stated as follows: And Rabbi Shi- 
mon agrees that if the pot was perforated below the level where 
it could hold a quarter ofa log, itis no longer considered a vessel, 
and the plants are considered attached to the ground. 
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Apropos the purification of an earthenware vessel, the Gemara 

cites that Rava said: Five measures were stated with regard to 

holes in an earthenware vessel:" If it was perforated with a small 

hole from which liquid seeps, it is no longer a vessel and is ritu- 
ally pure in terms of the impurity of a shard. Certain shards of 
impure earthenware vessels remain impure if they can still be used. 
If it has a hole, even a small one that liquids can flow through, it 
can no longer transmit ritual impurity. However, it remains a 

complete vessel in which to sanctify the purification waters of 
the red heifer, which require a whole vessel. And if it was perfo- 
rated with a hole large enough to enable liquid to enter the vessel, 
it is ritually pure in terms of sanctifying the purification waters 

in it, but it remains a vessel in terms of rendering seeds in it ca- 
pable of becoming ritually impure. And if it was perforated with 

ahole the size of a small root, it is ritually pure in terms of render- 
ing seeds in it capable of becoming ritually impure, but it remains 

a vessel that can become ritually impure in terms of holding olives. 
And ifit was perforated with a hole large enough to enable olives 

to go out, it is pure in terms of the impurity of all other vessels that 

can hold olives, but it remains a vessel in terms of holding pome- 
granates. If the vessel is designated for use in holding pomegran- 
ates, it can become ritually impure because it is suitable for that 

use. Ifit was perforated with a hole large enough to enable pome- 
granates to go out, it is ritually pure from any type of impurity. 
And if the mouth of an earthenware vessel that is in a room with a 

corpse is surrounded by a sealed cover," it does not become ritu- 
ally pure, even ifits hole was large enough to enable a pomegranate 

to go out. It protects whatever is inside the vessel from contracting 

impurity, unless the majority of the vessel is broken. 


Rav Asi said: I heard that with regard to an earthenware vessel, 
the measure of the hole that renders it unable to become ritually 
impure is large enough to enable a pomegranate to go out. Rava 
said to him: Perhaps you only heard this when its mouth is sur- 
rounded by a sealed cover, but an ordinary earthenware vessel 
becomes ritually pure with a hole big enough to enable an olive to 
go out. The Gemara asks: Isn’t Rava himself the one who said that 
an earthenware vessel that is surrounded by a sealed cover pro- 
tects whatever is inside the vessel from contracting impurity unless 
the majority of the vessel is broken? The Gemara answers: This 
is not difficult. 


This statement, that a hole must be large enough to enable a pome- 
granate to go out in order to purify the vessel, is referring to large 
vessels. And this statement, that teaches that a vessel is purified 
only when the majority of the vessel is broken, is referring to small 
vessels. Rav Asi said that they teach" this halakha: With regard to 
an earthenware vessel," the measure of the hole that renders it 
unable to become ritually impure is large enough to enable liquid 
to enter it. And they only said: The measure of a small hole from 
which liquid seeps, with regard to the impurity of a shard [gis- 
tera].'° The Gemara asks: What is the reason for this? The Ge- 
mara answers that Mar Zutra, son of Rav Nahman, said: A shard 
is used as a plate beneath a perforated earthenware vessel. If the 
shard is also perforated and leaks, it is no longer of any use. Be- 
cause one does not say: Bring another shard to seal the leak of a 
shard, but throws it out immediately. 


NOTES 


They teach — piw: Rashi (see tractate Nidda 49a) explains that 
this expression connotes an ancient halakha transmitted to 


Moses from Sinai. 


LANGUAGE 


Shard [gistera] - xW: Apparently from the Greek yaotpa, 
gastra, or yaotpy, gastré, meaning the rounded bottom of 
a vessel. 


HALAKHA 


Purification of an earthenware vessel - D 13 my: 
An earthenware vessel that was perforated with a small 
hole from which liquid seeps out is no longer considered 
a vessel, and its shards are ritually pure. However, for the 
purposes of sanctifying the purification waters of the red 
heifer, it retains the status of a complete vessel. Conse- 
quently, it remains suitable for this purpose. If the hole is 
large enough to allow the entry of liquids, it is no longer 
suitable for the sanctification of the purification waters. 
However, the water within it is still capable of transfer- 
ring ritual impurity. If the hole in the vessel is the size 
of a small root, the water inside the vessel is incapable 
of transferring ritual impurity, although the vessel itself 
retains the ability to contract impurity due to the fact that 
it retains its status as a vessel. If the hole in the vessel 
is large enough for olives to fit through it, the vessel is 
no longer susceptible to ritual impurity. However, when 
such a vessel has a sealed cover, it can still protect items 
inside it from the impurity imparted by being under the 
same roof as a corpse, unless more than half of the ves- 
sel is broken (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 19:2). 


NOTES 


A sealed cover — bins ‘wna: The Torah states that any 
person, vessel, or food under the same roof as a corpse 
becomes ritually impure (Numbers 19). The only excep- 
tions are objects inside a sealed earthenware vessel, 
which do not become impure. Therefore, the Gemara 
asserted that even a vessel that is broken to the extent 
that a pomegranate goes out of it retains the legal status 
of a sealed vessel with regard to preventing objects from 
becoming ritually impure. 


HALAKHA 
They teach: An earthenware vessel, etc. - DIN 13 paw 
^: If an earthenware vessel made to hold liquids has a 
hole large enough to allow the entry of liquids, it can no 
longer become ritually impure, as per the statement of 
Rav Asi (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 19:1). 


BACKGROUND 

Shard - xD»: According to the sources, this apparently 
refers to the rounded bottom of an earthenware vessel 
that broke. It was used as a base upon which perforated 
flowerpots or utensils were placed to prevent leaking 
water from dirtying the house. Therefore, it is clear why 
a gistera that was at all damaged loses vessel status, as 
it is neither suited for its designated use, to prevent the 
water from dripping, nor for any other use. 
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Ulla said: Two amora’im in the West, Eretz Yisrael, disagree 
about this topic: They are Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Avin, and 
Rabbi Yosei bar Zavda. One said: The measure of a hole that 
purifies an earthenware vessel is large enough to enable a pome- 
granate to go out. And one said: The size of a small root. And 
your mnemonic to remember that neither holds that the measure 
is size of an olive is the expression: Both one who increases and 
one who decreases. They hold extreme positions in this dispute 
and eschew the intermediate position. Rav Hinnana bar Kahana 
said an intermediate position in the name of Rabbi Eliezer: An 
earthenware vessel becomes ritually pure with a hole large 
enough to enable olives to go out. And Mar Kashisha, son of 
Rabba, concluded this halakha in the name of Rabbi Eliezer: 
And vessels that have been perforated are like dung vessels, and 
so too, stone vessels and earth vessels that were not baked in a 
kiln, which neither become impure by Torah law nor by rab- 
binic law. And, as far as the matter of an earthenware vessel with 
a sealed cover in a room with a corpse, it maintains its impurity 
until the majority of it is broken. 
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Among the fundamental topics discussed in this chapter is the double distinction 
made with reference to the category of labor known as carrying out. On the one 
hand is the extent to which we consider the value of the act itself from the perspec- 
tive of significant measures, and on the other hand is the extent to which a person's 
intentions determine whether there is cause to be strict or lenient with him. With 
regard to minimum measures, the halakha is strict. If an amount less than the mini- 
mum measure is significant to a particular person, that person may not carry out this 
lesser quantity. However, when defining a completed labor, the halakha is lenient. If 
a person performs a labor which, for his own subjective needs, that person does not 
consider finished, the labor is not defined as complete by the halakha, even if others 
would consider the labor complete. 


There is great importance to the rules established by the Rabbis with regard to the 
manner in which the carrying out is done. Therefore, only when the object is trans- 
ported from one domain to the other in a usual and customary manner is one liable, 
whereas carrying out in an unusual manner, although prohibited, does not involve 
a violation of biblical law. Even with reference to carrying an object contained in 
a vessel or utensil, personal intentions are so crucial that a person carrying out an 
object in a vessel is liable only for the item one intended to transport. 


Another topic discussed here, although conclusive treatment is reserved for a later 
chapter, is the matter of when the labor is done in partnership, i.e., by more than one 
person. The general principle was established that it is impossible to consider labor 
done by more than one person a biblical violation, so long as no one person was the 
dominant participant in the labor. There is no liability for labor done partially or 
jointly, unless that is the manner in which the labor is customarily performed. 


Incidentally, this chapter dealt with other categories of labor with reference to its 
central theme. Chapter Ten asked: What is considered the customary manner in 
which fingernails are trimmed and objects uprooted from their source, and what are 
the unusual ways in which these activities are performed? It was decided that there 
are fixed conventions for performing these activities. If one performs the activity 
differently from the way in which most people perform it, or if the action performed 
is not generally considered significant, one is not liable. 


Summary of 
Perek X 
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... remain every man in his place; let no man go out of his place on the 
seventh day. 
(Exodus 16:29) 


And Moses gave commandment, and they caused it to be proclaimed 
throughout the camp, saying: Let neither man nor woman do any more 
labor for the offering of the sanctuary; so the people were restrained 


from bringing. 
(Exodus 36:6) 
And four wagons and eight oxen he gave to the sons of Merari, according 
to their service, under the hand of Itamar the son of Aaron the priest. 
(Numbers 7:8) 
And the tabernacle was taken down; and the sons of Gershon and the 


sons of Merari set forward, bearing the Tabernacle. 


(Numbers 10:17) 


Although previous chapters of tractate Shabbat dealt with the laws of carrying out, 
the discussion is completed in this chapter, not only with regard to details but also 
with regard to many fundamental questions. Until this point, two aspects of carrying 
out were distinguished: Carrying out an object from one domain to another, and 
transporting an object more than four cubits in the public domain. In this chapter, 
an additional group of halakhot is discussed: The laws of throwing and extending an 
object from one domain to another via an intervening domain. 


Although the laws of throwing and extending are closely related to other details of 
carrying out, they nevertheless have a certain unique quality. A biblical decree [gezei- 
rat hakatuv] distinguishes between throwing and extending, on the one hand, and 
the more common methods of carrying out, on the other. This distinction carries 
with it some implications that are lenient and others that are stringent. 


There is another question that is intrinsic to the very essence of throwing. While 
transporting an object is an action that is continuous over a period of time, throwing 
is one instantaneous act. The labor category of carrying out is contingent upon the 
transportation of an object from one point to another, based on lifting up [akira] and 
placing down [hanakha]. As a result, questions arise with regard to the connection 
between the act of throwing and the landing of the object in its place. Additionally, 
it is necessary to determine the extent to which the intention of the thrower is sig- 
nificant at each point in the flight of the object. 


In the course of the clarification of these particularly unique halakhot, an explication 
of basic principles is reached. A fundamental scriptural basis for all of the laws of 
carrying out is discovered, the underlying foundations of which are the flags in the 
wilderness, the configuration of the children of Israel as they made their way through 
the desert, and the method by which they transported the utensils of the Tabernacle 
and its walls. Based on this underlying foundation, it then becomes necessary to 
determine what can be derived from the biblical verses, which conclusions can be 
reached using a logical approach, and which matters we must accept on the basis of 
the traditions of the Oral Law. 


These general issues and the particular questions which stem from them, all of which 
touch upon the major principles of carrying out, constitute the main topic of this 
chapter. 


Introduction to 
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MI S H N A One who throws an object on Shabbat 


from the private domain to the pub- 
lic domain or from the public domain to the private do- 
main" is liable. However, one who throws an object from the 
private domain to the other private domain, and the object 
passes through the public domain between the two, Rabbi 
Akiva deems him liable for carrying into the public domain, 
and the Rabbis deem him exempt. 


How so? If there are two balconies [gezuztra’ot]'* that are 
private domains opposite each other on either side of the 
public domain, one who passes" or throws an object from 
the one on this side to the one on that side is exempt. How- 
ever, ifthe balconies were on the same level on the same side 
of the public thoroughfare, and the public domain separated 
the two, one who passes from one to the other" is liable, and 
one who throws is exempt, as that method, passing, was the 
service of the Levites who carried the beams of the Taber- 
nacle. 


In the Tabernacle, two wagons along the same level stood 
behind one another in the public domain, and the Levites 
passed the beams from one wagon to the other through the 
public domain on the same side of a thoroughfare. But they 
did not throw" from one wagon to another because the beams 
were heavy. Passing, which was performed in the Tabernacle, 
is prohibited. Throwing, which was not performed in the Tab- 
ernacle, is not prohibited. 


HALAKHA 


One who throws an object from one domain to another - 
mw Mwy PIT: One who throws or passes an object on 

Shabbat from the private domain to the public domain or 

vice versa is liable (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
12:10; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 346:1). 


One who passes from one to the other - wwiam: One 
who passes or throws an object from one private domain 


One who passes - wwii: The prohibition to pass objects 
over the public domain is unique among the subcategories 
of carrying out because, among other things, it applies even 
in the airspace above the public domain. This ruling is ac- 
cording to most commentaries and authorities, although it 
is the subject of a dispute between the Babylonian Talmud 
and the Jerusalem Talmud. In the Jerusalem Talmud, the 
question was raised: Why would two people involved in 
passing an object both be liable? The following principle per- 
tains to the halakhot of Shabbat: If two individuals perform 
a prohibited labor together, they are exempt. The solution 
offered there is that passing, by its very nature, can only be 
performed by two people, in which case the halakha is that 
both are liable. 

An additional question was raised in the Jerusalem 


NOTES 


to another private domain via a public domain is exempt 
if the private domains are on opposite sides of the pub- 
lic domain. However, if they are both along the same side 
of the public domain, one who passes an object between 
them is liable, as that mirrors the service of the Levites in 
the Tabernacle. One who throws an object between the 
two private domains is exempt (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 1318-19). 


Talmud: Why does the mishna distinguish between passing 
along the length of the public domain, in which case the two 
individuals are liable, and passing across the public domain, 
in which case they are exempt? Once the prohibited labor 
is derived from the construction of the Tabernacle, what dif- 
ference does it make in which direction the object is passed? 
The reason for the distinction is as follows: The act of pass- 
ing involves liability even in the airspace above the public 
domain. Since this liability is a novel element, it takes effect 
only in circumstances identical to the passing performed 
in the construction of the Tabernacle in the desert (Meiri). 


But they did not throw - }»77it x bax: In the Jerusalem 
Talmud it is explained that they did not throw the beams, as 
that would be a display of contempt for their sanctity. 


LANGUAGE 


Balcony [gezuztra] - xma: From the Greek ewotpa, exostra, 
meaning balcony or area that protrudes from a building. 


BACKGROUND 
Balconies [gezuztra‘ot] — nixwm 


Reconstructed balcony of a house in Pompeii, from the period of the Mishna 
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HALAKHA 
The prohibition of carrying out - 7NY iT NDN: 
Carrying an object out from the private to the 
public domain and carrying an object in from 
the public to the private domain are labors 
prohibited on Shabbat. Carrying in an object is 
considered a labor, as is derived from the verse 
concerning Moses cited above in the Gemara: 
“And Moses commanded, and they passed a 
proclamation throughout the camp saying: 
Neither man nor woman should perform any 
more work to contribute to the Sanctuary; and 
the people stopped bringing” (Exodus 36:6). 
This is in accordance with both the Gemara and 
Rav Hai Gaon’s variant reading of the Gemara 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 12:8). 


If one performs two different primary cat- 
egories, etc. — 13) MAK NW Day Ig: The 
only difference between primary categories 
prohibited on Shabbat and their subcategories 
is with regard to the obligation to bring a sin- 
offering. If an individual unwittingly performs 
many different primary categories of labor on 
Shabbat, he is liable to bring a sin-offering for 
each and every primary category. However, if 
he performs a primary category of labor and 
its subcategory during a single period of lack 
of awareness, he is liable to bring only one 
sin-offering (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 7:7). 
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G E M ARA With regard to the main issue, the Gemara asks: 


After all, throwing is a subcategory of carrying 
out." Where is the primary category of prohibited labor of carrying out 
itself written in the Torah?" Isn't it necessary to clarify the primary catego- 
ry before discussing the subcategory? Rabbi Yohanan said: As the verse 
said: “And Moses commanded, and they passed a proclamation through- 
out the camp saying: Neither man nor woman should perform any more 
work to contribute to the Sanctuary; and the people stopped bringing” 
(Exodus 36:6). According to Rabbi Yohanan, Moses commanded the people 
to cease bringing contributions in order to prevent them from bringing their 
contributions on Shabbat. He then explains: Where was Moses sitting? He 
was in the camp of the Levites, and the Levites’ camp was the public 
domain. And he said to Israel: Do not carry out and bring objects from 
the private domain, your camp, to the public domain, the camp of the 
Levites. 


The Gemara asks: And how do you know that he was standing and com- 
manding the people on Shabbat? Perhaps he was standing during the 
week, and Moses commanded the cessation of contributions because the 
labor of the Tabernacle was completed, since all the necessary material was 
already donated, as it is written: “And the work was sufficient for them for 
all of the work to perform it, and there was extra” (Exodus 36:7). Rather, 
derive this by means ofa verbal analogy between passing mentioned in this 
context and passing mentioned with regard to Yom Kippur. 


It is written here, with regard to the Tabernacle: “And they passed a proc- 
lamation throughout the camp,’ and it is written there, with regard to Yom 

Kippur: “And you shall pass a blast of a shofar on the tenth day of the 

seventh month, on Yom Kippur you shall sound a shofar throughout your 

land” (Leviticus 25:9). Just as there, with regard to the shofar of the Jubilee 

Year, passing is on a day on which it is prohibited to perform labor, so too, 
here passing is on a day on which it is prohibited to perform labor. 


The Gemara asks: We found a source prohibiting carrying out from a pri- 
vate domain into the camp of the Levites. From where do we derive that 
carrying in is also considered a prohibited labor? The Gemara answers: It 
is a logical inference." After all, carrying is from one domain to another, 
so what difference is there to me whether it is carrying out or carrying in? 
Carrying from one domain to another is prohibited; the direction in which 
the object is carried makes no difference. However, carrying out is a pri- 
mary category, while carrying in is a subcategory, as it is not stated 
explicitly in the biblical text. 


The Gemara now questions the distinction between primary categories and 
subcategories of labor. After all, one is liable for this, carrying out, and one 
is liable for that, carrying in. Why is this called a primary category, and 
why is this called a subcategory? What is the point of the distinction? 


The Gemara answers: The practical ramification is that if one performs 
two different primary categories" together, or alternatively, if one per- 
forms two subcategories of two different primary categories together, he 
is liable to bring two sin-offerings. And if one performs a primary catego- 
ry of labor together with its own subcategory, he is liable to bring only one 
sin-offering. 


NOTES 


Where is carrying out itself written - K203 KIT ADU AYIA: Many 
geonim and early commentaries preferred a variant reading of this 
Gemara: From where do we derive that carrying out is a prohibited 
labor? While it is clear that the workers carried out from domain to 
domain in the course of constructing the Tabernacle, it is unclear 
whether or not carrying should be categorized as labor, since the 
object that is carried undergoes no creative transformation. There- 
fore, it was necessary to establish that carrying is indeed a labor. The 
geonim and Rabbeinu Hananel after them therefore eliminated the 


entire passage that proves that it took place on Shabbat. Once it was 
proven that carrying out on Shabbat is indeed a prohibited labor, the 
question whether Moses made his declaration on Shabbat or during 
the week is irrelevant. 


It is a logical inference - 8*7 K120: Since the Gemara proved from 
the text that carrying from one domain to another is considered a 
labor, it is then possible to discuss the issue logically and to argue that 
there is no difference between carrying out and carrying in (Rabbi 
Eliezer Horowitz). 
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The Gemara further asks: And according to the opinion of Rabbi 
Eliezer, who renders one liable for the performance of a subcategory 
of prohibited labor when performed together with a primary catego- 
ry, why is this called a primary category, and why is this called a 
subcategory? The Gemara answers: According to him, that which was 
a significant labor in the Tabernacle is called a primary category; 
that which was not a significant labor in the Tabernacle is not called 
a primary category. Alternatively, perhaps that which is written ex- 
plicitly in the Torah is called a primary category, and that which is 
not written explicitly in the Torah is called a subcategory. 


And as for the halakha that we learned in a mishna: With regard to 
one who throws an object on Shabbat a distance of four cubits in the 
public domain and it lands on a wall, if the wall was higher than ten 
handbreadths, it is as if he threw it into the air, and he is exempt. If 
the wall was lower than ten handbreadths, it is as if he threw it onto 
the ground, and one who throws an object a distance of four cubits 
onto the ground in the public domain is liable. 


The Gemara asks: If one threw an object four cubits in the public 
domain, and it did not go from one domain to another, from where 
do we derive that he is liable? The Gemara answers: Rabbi Yoshiya 
said: Because the weavers of the tapestries in the Tabernacle throw 
their needles to each other when they need to borrow the other’s 
needle. Throwing was a labor performed in the Tabernacle; therefore, 
one is liable for performing it. The Gemara wonders: Why do weavers 
need needles? Rather, emend the statement to say: Because those 
who sewed the tapestries throw their needles to each other. 


The Gemara asks: Is it clear that they had to throw needles to each 
other? Perhaps they sat next to each other. The Gemara answers: It 
is clear that they kept their distance from each other. If they sat too 
close, they would reach each other and hurt one another with their 
needles. The Gemara asks: Perhaps, even though they kept their dis- 
tance, they sat within four cubits of each other, and they would not 
throw the needles farther than that. In the absence of proof of their 
sitting arrangement, this halakha cannot be derived from those who 
sewed the tapestries. 


Rather, Rav Hisda said: Throwing an object four cubits in the public 
domain is prohibited because the weavers of the tapestries in the 
Tabernacle threw the shuttle,’ to which the thread of the warp was tied 
on the tapestry. Weaving entails throwing the thread of the warp 
through the threads of the woof. The Gemara asks: That is not actu- 
ally throwing, as didn’t the weaver hold the end of the thread in his 
hand? One is not liable for throwing an object when part of it remains 
in his hand. Rather, this must be referring to the final throw, when the 
weaving was finished and the weaver released the thread from his hand. 


The Gemara asks: Doesn’t the shuttle go in an exempt domain? The 
tapestry was less than four handbreadths wide, rendering it an exempt 
domain even though it is four cubits long. One who throws in an ex- 
empt domain is exempt. Rather, it is because the weavers of tapes- 
tries throw the shuttle to those who seek to borrow it from them. The 
Gemara asks: But perhaps they sat next to each other? The Gemara 
answers: That is impossible because they would reach one another 
and disturb one another when tightening the thread at the end of the 
tapestry. 


The Gemara asks: And perhaps they were not in a straight line but 
staggered. That would enable the weavers to sit adjacent to each other 
without disturbing each other’s work. And furthermore, did they 
borrow from each another? Wasn’t the following taught in a baraita 
of the Sage Luda? The verse states: “And all the wise men who per- 
formed all of the work of the Sanctuary came, each one from the work 
he was doing” (Exodus 36:4). From that verse it is derived: Each 
performed the labor from his own work, and they would not per- 
form the labor from their friends’ work. Each person had his own 
tools and did not need to borrow from others. 


he publisher 


BACKGROUND 


Shuttle [bukhyar] - 1x93: The origin of this word 

is unclear, as is its correct spelling. Indeed, the spell- 
ing of this word has several versions. Nevertheless, 
the essence of the shuttle is no mystery. The shuttle 

used in the time of the Gemara was a small reed to 

which one tied the thread of the woof and passed 

or threw it between the threads of the warp. A 
slightly more sophisticated shuttle was constructed 

with a type of tube with a small ball of the thread 

of woof inside of it. This type of shuttle was utilized 

in weaving until recent times. 
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NOTES 


One who carries an object four cubits in the public 
domain - maya mwa Nix yas VAYA: There is 
a significant difference between carrying an object 
from one domain to another and carrying an object 


four cubits within the public domain. Indeed, con- 
sidering carrying within the public domain a subcat- 


egory of carrying between domains is not obvious. 
The opinion of Rabbi Yehuda is mentioned in the 
Jerusalem Talmud. He lists forty primary categories 
of prohibited labor, including separate listings fo 
carrying from domain to domain and carrying four 
cubits in the public domain. However, the Sages who 
disagree with him consider carrying within the public 
domain to be a subcategory of the primary category 
of carrying out. They explain that the fundamental 
principle that one is liable for moving an object, even 
when no change is made to the object, is derived 
from the primary category of carrying out. 


The wood gatherer — wwipra: The Sages who dis- 


agreed with regard to the case of the wood gatherer 
did not disagree about the nature of his action; the 
dispute concerned the nature of his violation. The 
Sages cited different primary categories of prohibited 
labor that the wood gatherer performed through his 


action, as the act of gathering wood could theoreti- 


cally constitute to several primary categories. 


HALAKHA 
One who carries an object four cubits in the public 
domain - Batt Mw Nix pats vay: When one 
carries an object four cubits in the public domain 
on Shabbat, it is tantamount to carrying from one 
domain to another. One who does so is liable to bring 


a sin-offering. This halakha was learned through tra- 


dition (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 12:8). 
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And furthermore, the Gemara asks: Even if the halakha of throwing 
was derived from here, from where do we derive that one who carries 
an object four cubits in the public domain™ is liable? Rather, appar- 
ently, this halakha is not derived from the labor performed in the con- 
struction of the Tabernacle. Rather, all the halakhot related to carrying 
four cubits in the public domain are learned through tradition and 
not derived from the text. 


Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: The wood gatherer’ who was 
sentenced to death for desecrating Shabbat (see Numbers 15:33-36) was 
one who carried four cubits in the public domain. He was stoned for 
performing the prohibited labor of carrying. It was taught in a baraita: 
He was one who detached still-growing branches. He was stoned for 
performing the prohibited labor of detaching. Rav Aha, son of Rabbi 
Ya’akov, said: He was one who gathered sticks together into a pile. 


The Gemara asks: What is the practical ramification of determining 
precisely which prohibited labor the wood gathered performed? The 
Gemara answers: The ramification is with regard to the statement of 
Rav, as Rav said: I found a hidden scroll in the house of Rabbi Hiyya. 
And in it, it is written that Isi ben Yehuda says: The number of pri- 
mary categories of labor prohibited on Shabbat is forty-less-one. And 
if one performed all of them in the course of one lapse of awareness, 
he is liable to bring only one sin-offering. The Gemara asks: One and 
no more? We learned in a mishna: The number of primary categories 
of prohibited labors on Shabbat is forty-less-one, which the mishna 
proceeds to list. And we discussed this mishna: Why do I need this 
tally of forty-less-one? And Rabbi Yohanan said: The tally was in- 
cluded to teach that if one performed all the prohibited labors in the 
course of one lapse of awareness, during which he was unaware of the 
prohibition involved, he is liable for each and every one. 


This citation from the hidden scroll cannot be accurate. Rather, emend 
this statement in the hidden scroll and say that one is not liable for one 
of them. There is a primary category of labor among the thirty-nine 
primary categories of prohibited labor whose violation does not incur 
the death penalty. The identity of this category that is not punishable 
by death was not specified. 


It is obvious to Rav Yehuda that one who carries four cubits in the 
public domain is liable to receive the death penalty. And it is obvious 
to the baraita that one who detaches is liable to receive the death 
penalty. And it is obvious to Rav Aha bar Ya’akov that one who gath- 
ers is liable to receive the death penalty. In other words, this Master 
maintains: With regard to this labor, in any case, there is no uncer- 
tainty. And this Master maintains: With regard to that labor, in any 
case, there is no uncertainty. Each Sage maintains that the prohibited 
labor that he attributed to the wood gatherer incurs the death penalty 
and is certainly not the labor referred to in the hidden scroll. 


On the topic of the wood gatherer, the Gemara cites that which the 
Sages taught in a baraita: The wood gatherer mentioned in the Torah 
was Zelophehad, and it says: “And the children of Israel were in the 
desert and they found a man gathering wood on the day of Shabbat” 
(Numbers 15:32), and below, in the appeal of the daughters of Zelophe- 
had, it is stated: “Our father died in the desert and he was not among 
the company of them that gathered themselves together against the 
Lord in the company of Korah, but he died in his own sin, and he had 
no sons” (Numbers 27:3). Just as below the man in the desert is Zelo- 
phehad, so too, here, in the case of the wood gatherer, the unnamed 
man in the desert is Zelophehad; this is the statement of Rabbi Akiva. 


Rabbi Yehuda ben Beteira said to him: Akiva, in either case you will 
be judged in the future for this teaching. If the truth is in accordance 
with your statement that the wood gatherer was Zelophehad, the To- 
rah concealed his identity, and you reveal it. And if it the truth is not 
in accordance with your statement, you are unjustly slandering that 
righteous man. 
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The Gemara asks: However, didn’t Rabbi Akiva derive this by 
means of a verbal analogy? The Gemara answers: Rabbi Ye- 
huda ben Beteira did not learn a verbal analogy." Rabbi Ye- 
huda ben Beteira had no tradition of this verbal analogy from 
his teachers, and therefore he disagreed with Rabbi Akiva’s 
conclusion. The Gemara asks: However, according to Rabbi 
Yehuda ben Beteira, from where was Zelophehad’s liability 
derived?" Why was he executed? The Gemara answers: Zelo- 
phehad was among those who “presumed to ascend to the top 
of the mountain” (Numbers 14:44) in the wake of the sin of the 
spies. 


On a similar note, Rabbi Akiva revealed an additional matter 
not explicitly articulated in the Torah. You say that when Aaron 
and Miriam spoke against Moses, both Aaron and Miriam were 
struck with leprosy, as it written: “And God became angry at 
them and He left, and the cloud departed from above the tent, 
and behold, Miriam was leprous like snow. And Aaron turned 
toward Miriam, and behold, she was leprous” (Numbers 12:9-10). 
The verse’s statement that God became angry at both of them 
teaches that Aaron, too, became leprous; this is the statement 
of Rabbi Akiva. Rabbi Yehuda ben Beteira said to him: Akiva, 
in either case you will be judged in the future for this teaching. 
If the truth is in accordance with your statement, the Torah 
concealed Aaron's punishment and you reveal it. And if the 
truth is not in accordance with your statement, you are un- 
justly slandering that righteous man. 


The Gemara asks: However, didn’t Rabbi Akiva derive this 
from the plural pronoun them, meaning that God was angry 
with both of them? The Gemara answers: God's anger in that 
verse was manifest in a mere rebuke, not in leprosy. A baraita 
was taught in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, 
who said that Aaron also became leprous, as it is written: 
“And Aaron turned toward Miriam, and behold, she was lep- 
rous” (Numbers 12:10), and it was taught: This teaches that he 
turned, i.e., he was healed, from his leprosy, as he too had been 
afflicted. 


On the topic of Miriam’s leprosy, the Gemara cites that which 

Reish Lakish said: One who suspects the innocent of indiscre- 
tion is afflicted in his body, as it is written: “And Moses an- 
swered and said: But they will not believe me and will not 

hearken to my voice, for they will say, God did not appear to you” 
(Exodus 4:1), and it is revealed before the Holy One, Blessed 

be He, that the Jewish people would believe. The Holy One, 
Blessed be He, said to Moses: They are believers, the children 

of believers; and ultimately, you will not believe. 


They are believers, as it is written: “And the people believed 
once they heard that God had remembered the children of Is- 
rael, and that He saw their affliction, and they bowed and they 
prostrated” (Exodus 4:31). The children of believers, as it says 
with regard to Abraham our Patriarch: “And he believed in God, 
and He counted it for him as righteousness” (Genesis 15:6). 
Ultimately, you will not believe, as it is stated: “And God said 
to Moses and to Aaron: Because you did not believe in Me to 
sanctify Me in the eyes of the children of Israel” (Numbers 
20:12). From where do we know that Moses was afflicted in his 
body? As it is written: “And God said to him further: Bring 
your hand to your bosom, and he brought his hand to his bo- 
som and he took it out and behold, his hand was leprous like 
snow” (Exodus 4:6). 


OOIE —_—____- 
Did not learn a verbal analogy — 723 x mw mpa: Rabbeinu 
Hananel explained this passage differently: Rabbi Akiva did not 
actually learn this verbal analogy from his teachers. He arrived at 
it on his own. Since the tradition was not transmitted by previ- 
ous generations, Rabbi Yehuda ben Beteira did not accept it. This 
explanation resolves several difficulties raised by other com- 
mentaries (see Josafot). 


From where was Zelophehad’s liability derived - m7 xama: 
The Gemara understood that the phrase stated by the daughters 
of Zelophehad, “He died for his own sin,’ was a reference to a sin 
mentioned explicitly elsewhere (Maharsha). 
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HALAKHA 


From the private domain to the other private domain 
through the public domain — 72) Pr moh PRIMON 


w27 mwa: One who throws an object froma private do- 


main to another private domain via a public domain is liable 
ifthe object passes within three handbreadths of the ground 
and it lands on any surface, even for a moment. This is the 
Rambam's opinion. He rules in accordance with the opinion 
of Rava, which maintains that, according to the Rabbis, even 
if the object is within three handbreadths of the ground, i 
must land on some surface in order for the one who threw 
it to be liable. Rabbeinu Hananel and the Ramban rule tha 
if the thrown object passes within three handbreadths o 
the ground, it is considered to have landed, even if it does 
not come to rest at all. In their opinion, Rabbi Hilkiya bar 
Tovi disagrees with Rava, and the halakha is in accordance 
with his opinion. If the object passes between three and 
ten handbreadths from the ground, the one who threw it is 
exempt. If the object passes through the public domain in 
airspace above ten handbreadths from the ground, the one 
who threw it violates a rabbinic prohibition, unless the two 


private domains belong to him (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 


Hilkhot Shabbat 13:16). 


NOTES 


Throwing above ten handbreadths - mwyn nwd TPN: A 
similar dispute is cited in the Jerusalem Talmud: Is throwing 
an object equivalent to carrying an object, or is it equivalent 
to passing, which has its own leniencies and stringencies? In 
the mishna, the case of the balconies is cited in explanation 
of the dispute between Rabbi Akiva and the Rabbis. However, 
since that case is introduced with the phrase: How so, the 
Jerusalem Talmud comments that, according to some, there 
is a variant reading that omits that phrase. Some versions of 
the Babylonian Talmud omit the phrase as well (see Rashba). 
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On this topic, Rava said, and some say that it was Rabbi Yosei, 
son of Rabbi Hanina, who said: The divine attribute of benefi- 
cence takes effect more quickly than the divine attribute of 
punishment. From where is this derived? While, with regard to 

the divine attribute of punishment, it is written, “And he took 

it out and behold, his hand was leprous like snow” (Exodus 

4:6), with regard to the divine attribute of beneficence it is 

written: “And He said: Return your hand to your bosom, and he 

returned his hand to his bosom and he took it out from his 

bosom and behold, it had returned to be like his original flesh” 
(Exodus 4:7). The Gemara analyzes this as follows: It was already 

from his bosom that it returned to be like his original flesh. 
Moses’ hand was healed even before he took his hand out. 


The Gemara proceeds to discuss another miracle that transpired 
at that time. With regard to the verse, “And each man threw down 
his staff and they became serpents, and Aaron’s staff swallowed 
their staffs” (Exodus 7:12), Rabbi Elazar said: This was a mira- 
cle within a miracle. It was Aaron’s staff, not his serpent, that 
swallowed the other staffs. 


We learned in the mishna that there is a dispute between Rabbi 
Akiva and the Rabbis in a case where one threw an object from 
the private domain to the other private domain through the 
public domain" between the two. Rabbi Akiva deems him liable, 
as one who threw an object from the private domain to the public 
domain, and the Rabbis deem him exempt. 


Rabba raised a dilemma with regard to their dispute: Are they 
disagreeing with regard to a case where the object traveled below 
ten handbreadths from the ground? And, if so, it is with regard 
to this point that they disagree: As this Master, Rabbi Akiva 
holds: We say that an object in airspace is considered at rest. 
The object is considered as if it was actually placed in the public 
domain after being lifted from the private domain. And this 
Master, i.e., the Rabbis, holds: We do not say that an object in 
airspace is considered at rest. However, with regard to a case 
where the object traveled above ten handbreadths" from the 
ground, everyone agrees that one is exempt, and we do not 
derive the legal status of throwing from the legal status of pass- 
ing. Although everyone agrees that one who passes an object 
from a private domain to another private domain via a public 
domain is liable, even ifit was passed above ten handbreadths, as 
that was the service of the Levites, one who throws an object in 
that manner is exempt. 


Or perhaps, they are disagreeing with regard to a case where 

the object traveled above ten handbreadths from the ground, and 

it is with regard to this that they disagree: As this Master, Rab- 
bi Akiva, holds: We derive the legal status of throwing from the 

legal status of passing. Therefore, one who throws an object that 

passes through the airspace of a public domain higher than ten 

handbreadths from the ground is liable. And this Master, i.e., the 

Rabbis, holds: We do not derive throwing from passing. How- 
ever, with regard to a case where the object traveled beneath the 

ten handbreadth airspace of the public domain, everyone agrees 

that he is liable. What is the reason for that? An object in air- 
space is considered at rest. 


Rav Yosef said: Rav Hisda had a dilemma with regard to this 
matter, and Rav Hamnuna resolved it for him from this barai- 
ta: With regard to an object that travels from the private domain 
to the other private domain, and it passes through the public 
domain itself, Rabbi Akiva deems one liable and the Rabbis 
deem one exempt. From the fact that it says in the baraita: 
Through the public domain itself, it is obvious that it is with 
regard to a case where the object traveled below ten hand- 
breadths from the ground that they disagree. 
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And with regard to what form of transfer is the baraita dealing? If you 

say it refers to passing an object in his hand, is it only when he passes 

it below ten handbreadths that he is liable? When he passes it above 

ten handbreadths is he not liable? Didn’t Rabbi Elazar say: One who 

carries out aload from a private domain to a public domain above ten 

handbreadths from the ground is liable, as that was the manner in 

which the descendants of Kehat, from whom we derived the laws of 
carrying, carried their burden in the Tabernacle? Rather, isn’t this ba- 
raita referring to a case of throwing, and it is in a case where the object 
travels below ten handbreadths from the ground that one is liable, and 

above ten handbreadths from the ground one is not liable? Learn from 

it that it is with regard to whether or not an object in airspace is con- 
sidered at rest that they disagree. The Gemara summarizes: Indeed, 
learn from it that this is the crux of their dispute. 


And this conclusion disagrees with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, as 
Rabbi Elazar said: Rabbi Akiva deems one liable even if the object 
travels above ten handbreadths. And that term that was taught in the 
baraita, the public domain itself, is to convey to you the far-reaching 
nature of the opinion of the Rabbis, who deem one exempt even if the 
object traveled in the public domain itself, and all the more so if it trav- 
eled above ten handbreadths, which is no longer within the bounds of 
the public domain. 


This opinion of Rabbi Elazar disagrees with the opinion of Rav Hilkiya 
bar Tovi, as Rav Hilkiya bar Tovi said: If the thrown object traveled 
within three handbreadths from the ground, everyone agrees that one 
is liable because the Sages established the principle of lavud. Lavud 
means that any object within three handbreadths of another object is 
considered to be attached to it. Therefore, an object that traveled with- 
in three handbreadths of the ground is considered to have come to a 
complete rest. If the thrown object traveled above ten handbreadths 
from the ground, everyone agrees that one is exempt. If the thrown 
object traveled between three handbreadths and ten handbreadths 
from the ground, we have come to the dispute between Rabbi Akiva 
and the Rabbis. 


That was also taught in a baraita: Within three handbreadths of the 
ground, everyone agrees that one is liable; above ten handbreadths 
from the ground, everyone agrees that one is exempt by Torah law, and 
it is only prohibited due to rabbinic decree. The Sages prohibited 
throwing or passing an object from the private domain of one person 
set to the private domain of another person unless a joining of the 
courtyards is set. And if both of the private domains were his it is 
permitted. If the thrown object traveled between three handbreadths 
and ten handbreadths from the ground, Rabbi Akiva deems one liable 
and the Sages deem him exempt. 


The Master said in the baraita cited above: And if both of the private 
domains were his, i.e., they belonged to the same person, it is permit- 
ted. Let us say that this is a conclusive refutation of Rav’s opinion, as 
an amoraic dispute was stated with regard to the following case: Con- 
cerning two houses on two opposite sides of the public domain," even 
if they belong to the same person, Rabba bar Rav Huna said that Rav 
said: It is prohibited to throw an object from this private domain to 
that private domain. And Shmuel said: It is permitted to throw from 
this private domain to that private domain. The Gemara rejects this and 
states: Didn’t we already establish that Rav’s statement is referring to 
a case where one of the houses was elevated and one was low? Due to 
the disparity in height, the concern is that at times the object will fall 
into the public domain, and one will come to bring it in from there and 
thereby violate a Torah prohibition. 


Rav Hisda said to Rav Hamnuna, and some say that Rav Hamnuna 
said to Rav Hisda: From where is this matter that the Sages stated: 
Any objects less than three handbreadths apart are considered to be 
lavud, attached? He said to him: Because it is impossible for the 
public domain to be made level with planes. Since the space cannot 
be completely smooth, even the minor differences in the ground level 
throughout the public domain must be taken into consideration. 


Two house: 


HALAKHA 
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BACKGROUND 
If one lowers the walls - mia53 Swhwnn: If the space between 
the bottom edge of the wall and the ground is greater than three 
handbreadths, the wall is not a valid sukka wall. 


Sukka with a wall that was constructed from top to bottom 


HALAKHA 


From the public domain to the public domain and the object 
passes through the private domain between the two - mwa 


pyoxa ‘pret mw ar mw) mag: One who throws an ob- 


ject more than ten handbreadths from the ground from one 
public domain to another via a private domain is exempt, in 
accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, which is the majority 
opinion (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 13:16). 
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He asked him: If so, if that is the reason, objects within three 

handbreadths should also be considered lavud. Why is it that 
only objects within less than three handbreadths are consid- 
ered attached? And furthermore, an inference can be made 

from that which we learned in the mishna with regard to the 

halakhot of sukka: If one lowers the walls? of a sukka from the 

top to the bottom, if the bottom of the wall is above three 

handbreadths from the ground, the sukka is invalid because 

it is considered to be lacking walls. By inference, if one lowers 

the walls so that the bottom of the wall is below three hand- 
breadths from the ground, it is valid. In this case, the rationale 

that it is impossible for the public domain to be made level 

does not apply. 


He rejects this: There, the reason that a space larger than three 
handbreadths is not considered to be part of the wall is be- 
cause it, i.e., the wall, is a partition that goats pass through. 
Therefore, it is a partition incapable of serving its function. 
Once a partition is below three handbreadths, it will obstruct 
the passage of the goats. Furthermore, according to this expla- 
nation, it works out well when the measure of three hand- 
breadths is below, adjacent to the ground. If any more than 
three handbreadths of space are between the ground and the 
wall, it is not considered a wall. However, there are several 
halakhot in which lavud applies above and not near the ground, 
e.g., when the roofing of the sukka is not connected to the 
walls. What, then, can be said to explain that halakha? Rath- 
er, the conclusion is that the halakha which states that any- 
thing that is less than three is considered to be lavud is a 
halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai, learned through 
tradition. 


The Sages taught a case in a baraita similar to the one dis- 
cussed in the mishna: One who throws an object from the 
public domain to the other public domain and the object 
passes through the private domain between the two," Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi deems him liable for carrying into the private 
domain, and the Rabbis deem him exempt. With regard to 
this, Rav and Shmuel both said: Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi holds 
him liable only if the private domain between the two public 
areas is covered with a roof. In that case, we say that the house 
is considered full and an object that passes through it is con- 
sidered as if it landed upon an actual object. However, if the 
private domain is not covered, he is not liable even according 
to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. On this topic, Rav Hana said that 
Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
would deem him liable to bring two sin-offerings in this case, 
one for carrying out from the private domain into the second 
public domain, and one for carrying in, when the object 
initially entered the private domain. 


The Gemara relates that Rav Hana was sitting, and the 
following point was difficult for him: 


Is that to say that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi deems one liable for 
a subcategory of prohibited labor when performed with a 
primary category of prohibited labor? After all, carrying out 
and carrying in constitute a primary category of prohibited 
labor and its subcategory. 
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Wasn't it taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says that 
Shabbat is mentioned in the verse: “These are the things [eleh 
hadevarim] that God has commanded to perform them” (Exodus 
35:1)? Several points are derived from the superfluous emphases 
in this verse. The Torah could simply have stated: This is a thing 
[davar]. When it states things [devarim] in the plural, it teaches 
at least two points. The addition of the definite article the in the 
term the things [hadevarim] adds at least a third point. The nu- 
merological value of letters of the word eleh, which are alef, one; 
lamed, thirty; and heh, five, is thirty-six. The phrase: These are the 
things, alludes to three plus thirty-six derivation, i.e., the thirty- 
nine prohibited labors that were stated to Moses at Sinai. 


Since Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi maintains that there are a fixed num- 
ber of primary categories of labor, he would certainly hold a per- 
son liable for the primary categories but not for the subcategories. 
Rav Yosef said to him: The Master taught Rav Yehuda’s statement 
with regard to this, and consequently, he encounters a difficulty. 
One statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi contradicts another state- 
ment of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. We learn the statement of Rav 
Yehuda with regard to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, and there- 
fore there is no difficulty for us. 


As it was taught in a baraita: With regard to one who threw an 
object from the private domain to the public domain, and it 
traveled four cubits in the public domain, Rabbi Yehuda deems 
him liable and the Rabbis deem him exempt. 


Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: Rabbi Yehuda would deem 
him liable to bring two sin-offerings in this case, one for carrying 
out from the private domain into the public domain and one for 
carrying the object four cubits through the public domain. The 
Rabbis deem him exempt for carrying four cubits in the public 
domain. And it must be interpreted that way because if it would 
enter your mind to say that Rabbi Yehuda deems him liable to 
bring only one sin-offering, by inference, the Rabbis deem him 
completely exempt. How is that possible? Didnt he carry an 
object out from the private domain into the public domain? This 
proof is rejected: And from where do you draw that conclusion? 
Perhaps I could actually say to you that Rabbi Yehuda deems 
him liable to bring one sin-offering and the Rabbis deem him 
completely exempt, and how do you find that circumstance? In 
a case where he said: My intention is that as soon it, the object, 
goes out into the public domain it will immediately come to 
rest." 


And they disagree with regard to this: Rabbi Yehuda maintains 
that we say: An object in airspace is considered at rest, and 
therefore his intention was fulfilled. As soon as the object enters 
the airspace of the public domain it is considered to have come to 
rest. And the Rabbis maintain that we do not say: An object in 
airspace is considered at rest, and therefore his intention was 
not fulfilled and he is exempt. However, Rabbi Yehuda does not 
hold one liable for a subcategory of labor performed together 
with a primary category of labor. 


The Gemara rejects this explanation: It could not enter your mind 
to say so, as it was taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yehuda adds even 
lining up the threads of the warp and beating" the threads of the 
woof to the list of primary categories of labor. The Rabbis said to 
him: Lining up is a subcategory subsumed under the primary 
category of stretching the threads of the warp within the loom, 
and beating is subsumed under the primary category of weaving. 
Is this not referring to a case where one performed both lining 
up and beating together, and learn from it that Rabbi Yehuda 
deems one liable for both a subcategory and a primary category 
of labor when they are performed together? 


NOTES 


As soon it goes out into the public domain it will 
immediately come to rest — moh mb xp Y 
maa pam: This does not mean that the person 
actually intends that the object land as soon as it 
enters the public domain. If that were the case, and 
the object continued to roll, one’s intention would 
not have been realized and he would be exempt. 
Rather, it means that the person states that as long 
as the object lands in the public domain, he cares 
not whether it lands immediately upon entering 
the public domain or anywhere else in that domain 
(Ritva). 


HALAKHA 

Lining up and beating — p3ptam viw: One is 
liable for lining up, i.e., straightening, the threads of 
the warp and for beating the threads and separat- 
ing them during the weaving process on Shabbat. 
Lining up is a subcategory of the primary category 
of stretching the threads of the warp, while beating 
is a subcategory of the primary category of weaving 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 918-19). 


AN FTN pD: PEREK XI-97B 85 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


NOTES 


How many sin-offerings does Rabbi 
Yehuda deem him liable to bring - 7123 
MM 127 aM: Rabba and Rabbi Yosef, 
who maintain that Rabbi Yehuda deems 
one liable to bring only a single offering, 
base their opinion on the simple under- 
standing of the following phrase: Deemed 
him liable. If he were liable to bring more 
han one offering, Rabbi Yehuda would 
have said: He is liable to bring two or 
more sin-offerings. By the same token, the 
phrase: Deemed him exempt, means total- 
y exempt. In addition, it is less controversial 
o say that Rabbi Yehuda does not deem 
one liable for performing a subcategory of 
prohibited labor together with its primary 
category of labor. According to Shmuel’s 
opinion, the reason that Rabbi Yehuda 
deems one liable to bring two sin-offerings 
is because he maintains that carrying an 
object from domain to domain and car- 
rying an object four cubits in the public 
domain are not a primary category and its 
subcategory. They are two independent 
primary categories of prohibited labor for 
whose performance one is liable to bring 
two sin-offerings. That is how the dispute 
between the amoraim is explained in the 
Jerusalem Talmud (Rashba). 


Throwing an object four or eight cubits — 
ming yar npn: There are various inter- 
pretations of this discussion and particu- 
larly its conclusion, which say as follows: 
Is it in fact similar...As long as it was not 
thrown four cubits, it cannot be thrown 
eight. Rashi and Josafot, as well as Rav Hai 
Gaon, interpret the entire passage as a 
question whose purpose is to undermine 
the assumption that one who intended 
to throw eight cubits, but threw only four 
cubits, is liable. However, there is another 
interpretation that the Rambam and the 
Meri prefer. At first the Gemara asks: Is the 
case of throwing similar to the case of one 


who intended to w 
and actually wrote 
consists of the first 


rite the word Shimon 
he word shem, which 
two Hebrew letters of 


Shimon? The Gemara answers that they 
are indeed similar. Just as it is impossible 
to write along name without first writing a 
shorter name with the same letters, so too, 
it is impossible to throw an object eight 
cubits without it first traveling four cubits. 
This interpretation supports the initial rul- 
ing that one who intended to throw an 
object eight cubits, but threw it only four 
cubits, is liable. 
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The Gemara rejects this proof: And from where do you draw that conclusion? 
Perhaps it is actually referring to a case where one performed this action 
alone and this action alone, and Rabbi Yehuda does not deem one liable 
for a subcategory of labor performed together with a primary category of 
labor. And Rabbi Yehuda and the Rabbis disagree with regard to this. Rab- 
bi Yehuda maintains as follows: These actions of lining up and beating are 
additional primary categories of labor, and the Rabbis maintain as follows: 
These are subcategories. 


Know that this is so, as the baraita teaches: Rabbi Yehuda adds. The Ge- 
mara explains this quote from the baraita: Granted, if you say that Rabbi 
Yehuda meant that these are primary categories of labor, what is the meaning 
of: He adds? It means he adds primary categories of labor. However, if you 
say that he meant that these are subcategories, what is the meaning of: He 
adds? It was also stated that it was Rabba and Rav Yosef who both said: 
Rabbi Yehuda deemed him liable to bring only one sin-offering. 


Ravina said to Rav Ashi: And according to what originally entered our 
mind that Rabbi Yehuda deemed him liable to bring two sin-offerings,. how 
could he be liable for both carrying out from the private domain and for car- 
rying four cubits in the public domain? If one only wanted the object to land 
here at the beginning of the public domain, he did not want it to land here, 
four cubits into the public domain. Conversely, if one only wanted the object 
to land here, four cubits into the public domain, he did not want it to land 
here, at the beginning of the public domain. Rav Ashi said to Ravina: It is 
possible in a case where one says: Any place that it wants to come to rest, let 
it come to rest. One indicated that his intention would be fulfilled wherever 
the thrown object lands. 


Concerning throwing an object on Shabbat from one domain to another and 
within a single domain, the Gemara raises several issues with regard to inten- 
tion when throwing. It is obvious that one who intended to throw an object 
eight cubits in a public domain and actually threw it only four cubits™ is li- 
able because that case is similar to a case where one wrote the word shem, 
the first two letters of the name Shimon. In the case of writing shem, the in- 
dividual performed the prohibited labor of writing a two-letter word, even 
though he did not complete the word that he originally intended to write. The 
question is as follows: What is the halakha if one intended to throw an object 
four cubits and threw it eight?" Do we say he did indeed carry the object, 
or perhaps we say that ultimately the object did not land where he wanted 
it to land? But is that not precisely what Ravina said to Rav Ashi, as men- 
tioned above? And Rav Ashi said in response that it is referring to a case 
where one says: Any place that it wants to come to rest, let it come to rest. 
In such a scenario one is liable, because he expressed the fact that he is con- 
tented with any labor that will be performed with the object. 


Furthermore, the first case, which seems obvious, also requires clarification. 
And that which you said, that this is similar to a case where one wrote the 
word shem, the first two letters of the name Shimon, is it in fact similar? 
There, as long as the letters of shem, shin and mem, are not written, the name 
Shimon cannot be written. Here, where one intended to throw the object 
eight cubits and he threw it only four, is it true that as long as it was not 
thrown four cubits it cannot be thrown eight? An object can be thrown eight 
cubits without first landing after four cubits. The question remains unresolved. 


The Sages taught: With regard to one who throws an object on Shabbat from 
the public domain to the other public domain through the private domain," 
he is liable if he throws an object a total of four cubits in both parts of the 
public domain. 


HALAKHA 


One who intended to throw an object eight cubits in a public domain 
and actually threw it only four — yar pi maw pind pam: If one 
intended to throw an object eight cubits in a public domain on Shabbat, 
but it landed after traveling four, he is liable because part of the labor 
that he intended to perform was performed (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 


Hilkhot Shabbat 13:21). 


One intended to throw an object four cubits and threw it 
eight - ninw pry vars pith mans: If one intends to throw an object 
four cubits in the public domain and it landed after traveling eight 
cubits, he is exempt because he did not intend for it to land there. If 


he thought, when throwing it, that any place that the object wants to 
come to rest let it come to rest, he is liable (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 13:21). 


One who throws an object from the public domain to the public 
domain through the private domain - way mod DAT MV PTT 
yxiasa PINI mw: If one throws an object on Shabbat from one public 
domain to another public domain via a private domain, he is liable if the 
object traveled a total of four cubits or more in the two public domains. 
In that case, the private domain is irrelevant (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 13:16). 
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If he throws it less than four cubits, he is exempt, as he is neither li- 
able for carrying from domain to domain nor for carrying in the 
public domain. The Gemara asks: What is he teaching us with this 
halakha? The Gemara answers: He is teaching us the following two 
things. First, that domains join together; even though one public 
domain is separated from the other by a private domain, they are 
treated as one domain. And second, that we do not say that an object 
in airspace is considered at rest. The object is not considered to have 
landed in a private domain, and therefore the one who threw it is 
exempt. 


Rav Shmuel bar Yehuda said that Rav Abba said that Rav Huna said 
that Rav said: One who carries an object four cubits in the covered 
public domain" is exempt because it is not similar to the flags of 
the camp of Israel in the desert, which were not covered. The Ge- 
mara wonders: Is that so? Weren’t the wagons on which they trans- 
ported the beams of the Tabernacle covered? The beams formed a 
covering over the wagons. And even so, Rav said in the name of 
Rabbi Hiyya: The areas that were beneath the wagons, and between 
them, and on their sides are all considered to have been the public 
domain. Apparently, even a covered public domain, like the space 
beneath the wagons, has the legal status of a public domain. The Ge- 
mara answers: When Rav said that the space beneath the wagons had 
the legal status ofa public domain, he was referring to when the beams 
were arranged in stacks."® The beams did not cover the entire area of 
the wagon. There was space between the stacks. 


The Gemara asks: After all, how much was the length of a wagon? It 
was five cubits. How much was the width of a beam? It was a cubit 

and a half. How many beams could one place on a wagon? One could 

place three stacks of beams, totaling four and a half cubits. If so, half 
a cubit of open space remained. When the Master distributes half 
a cubit between the stacks of beams it is considered lavud, attached, 
as the space between each stack was less than three handbreadths. The 

Gemara answers: Do you maintain that they would place the beams 

on their width? They would place them on their depth, which was 

one cubit wide, and therefore there was a greater distance between 

the rows. 


HALAKHA 


The covered public domain - Tip waw MWA: The legal 


ing is in accordance with the opinion of Rav (Rambam Sefer 


status of a covered public domain is not that of public domain, Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 14:1; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
and one is not liable for carrying there on Shabbat. This rul- 345:7). 


In stacks [darata] - x98173: Most early commentaries and 
the geonim (see Tosafot) had a variant reading that divided this 
Aramaic word, darata, into two, dara tata, meaning the bottom 
row. Although presumably the beams did not remain in neat 


NOTES 


stacks but moved, in some places that had no space between 
the stacks, there was space between the beams of the bot- 
tom row. There is no practical difference, though, between the 
readings. 


BACKGROUND 
Arrangement of the beams — awpa wD: Using the 
number of wagons on which the beams were transported, 
it is possible to calculate that twelve beams were stacked 
on each wagon. However, the Torah does not specify ex- 
actly how they were stacked. 


Arrangement of the beams when placed on their width 


Arrangement of the beams when placed on their depth 


Arrangement of the beams according to the opinion that they were wide 
at the base and narrowed into pointed tops. This diagram follows the 
assumption that the beams were laid on their depth, in three stacks of 
four beams each. 
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NOTES 
Consisted of the frames — *yapxa: There are several in- 


terpretations of this passage. In addition to his own inter- 
pretation and the interpretation of the geonim, Rashi cites 
the understanding of his teachers. Tosafot cites an explana- 
tion slightly different from that of the geonim. Some com- 
mentaries explain this term to mean rings. The beams were 
not spaced evenly on the wagons; they were placed two 
beams back-to-back with their rings facing outward. In that 
way, there was a sizable distance, greater than three hand- 
breadths, between one pair of beams and the next. The 
Gemara answers that due to the width of the frame of the 
wagon, it is considered covered, and the space between the 
pairs of beams is of no consequence (Meiri). 


The wagon itself was covered — *x19 mip KDI may: The 
following question could be raised: Why doesn't the Ge- 
mara say that the area between and alongside the wagons 
was a public domain before they stacked the beams on the 
wagon? Rav Hai Gaon answered: Rav indicated that there 
was something placed atop the wagons by using the term: 
Beneath them. 


BACKGROUND 


Frames — Yax: The frame rests on a wagon in order to 
prevent large or heavy loads from sliding off. According to 
Rabbi Kahana, frames like these were on the wagons used 
for the Tabernacle. 


Wagon with its frame 


Perek XI 
Dafo8 Amudb 


88 PEREK XI- 98B- TSJIN” pD 


TA WPT NIMD AID qD 
— PNN mI mA KAN -117 
wD Max FY KU TYIN 
D4 1a - yn Ya WD “ab 
wade DWP WX wah Km 
pabim pa a max praty 
ey) Kby VIV - YAYN> TY 
Tax aiy paw DW WOT 
KDK KATAN Pay nn 2 

“apn 


{YAN PYAYI KIT 31 WOK 
my Ka“ - mb man KDI 
PRIT TIPA ND nbay 


nina DRD var 


mass pty obo owrp para 
VISKI TY pim nd bobo 
AOKI by oan ya sow 
STINT) aN’ NİN NIT ibaa 
DYI WX TAMI ATT 3 


e no ma% paw 


The Gemara asks: Ultimately, how much was the depth of a beam? 

It was one cubit. How many stacks would they place? They would 

place four stacks. One cubit of open space remained. When the 

Master distributes one cubit between the four stacks of beams it 

is considered lavud, as two handbreadths separated each stack. The 

Gemara adds: This statement of Rav works out well according to 

the opinion of the one who said that the beams in the Tabernacle 

were one cubit thick at the bottom, and they narrowed to a fin- 
gerbreadth as they reached the top. According to that opinion, 
there was a space larger than three handbreadths at least between 

the tops of the beams, and therefore the area beneath that part of 
the wagon was not covered. However, according to the opinion of 
the one who said that just as they were one cubit thick at the bot- 
tom, so too, the beams were one cubit thick on top, what can be 

said? In that case, the space between the stacks was less than three 

handbreadths, and area beneath the wagon had the legal status of a 

covered public domain. 


Rav Kahana said: When we said that the underside of the wagon 
was considered to be a public domain, the statement was not refer- 
ring to when the beams were stacked on them. When the wagon 
was empty and consisted of the frames“ that held the beams in 
place, beneath the wagon was an uncovered public domain. The 
Gemara asks: But where would they place the frames? On top of 
the wagon when the beams were already stacked on it and the 
wagon itself was already covered" by the beams, as stated above 
(geonim). 


Shmuel said: It is referring to the stakes of the Tabernacle. Before 
the Levites would place the beams on the wagon, they would posi- 
tion the stakes, which were particularly narrow. Therefore, the space 
between them was greater than three handbreadths, and the area 
beneath the wagons was therefore considered an uncovered public 
domain (geonim). 


The Sages taught: The Tabernacle beams" were one cubit thick at 
the bottom, and they narrowed to a fingerbreadth as they reached 
the top, as it is stated: “And they shall match at the bottom, and 
together they will be ended [tamim] at the top toward a single ring; 
so shall it be for them both, they shall form the two corners” (Exo- 
dus 26:24). And below, when the children of Israel crossed the 
Jordan River, it says: “And those who went down toward the Sea of 
Arava at the Dead Sea came to an end [tamu]” (Joshua 3:16). Tam 
means finished or terminated. Here, too, the beams narrowed as 
they reached the top until they were virtually terminated; this is the 
statement of Rabbi Yehuda. Rabbi Nehemya says: Just as they 
were one cubit thick at the bottom, so too, they were one cubit 
thick at the top, as it is stated: Together. 


The shape of the Tabernacle beams - jawan ‘wap muy: 
According to the Meiri, the initial assumption was that all of 


NOTES 


leave the corners of the Tabernacle evenly closed on all 
sides. According to the Meiri, the Gemara answers that the 


the beams were sloped on both ends. Therefore, it would beams were sloped like a mountain, i.e., sloped on only 


have been difficult to place an additional beam that would 


one side. 
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The Gemara asks: Isn't it written: Tamim? The Gemara answers: 
Rabbi Nehemya explains that this word teaches that they 
should bring whole beams and they should not bring planks 
and attach them. The Gemara asks: And according to the other 
opinion, Rabbi Yehuda’s opinion, isn’t it written: Together? 
The Gemara answers: That comes to teach that they should not 
be positioned askew from each other; rather, they should be 
perfectly aligned. 


The Gemara asks further: Granted, according to the one who 
said: Just as they were one cubit thick at the bottom, so too, 
they were one cubit thick at the top, it is understandable why 
it is written: “And for the back of the Tabernacle westward 
you shall make six beams. And you shall make two beams for 
the corners of the Tabernacle in the back” (Exodus 26:22—23).° 
This means that the width of these beams comes and covers 
the remaining thickness of those. However, according to the 
one who said that they were one cubit thick at the bottom and 
they narrowed to a fingerbreadth as they reached the top, they 
would not be perfectly aligned, as at the corners this beam goes 
in and this beam goes out. Part of the beam would protrude out 
of the Tabernacle. The Gemara answers that it was not only the 
thickness of the beam that narrowed. One pared the width of 
the beams as well so they were sloped like mountains and did 
not protrude. 


Following the dispute over the Tabernacle beams, the Gemara 
interprets other verses according to the two positions. It is writ- 
ten: “And the middle bar in the midst of the beams shall pass 
through from end to end” (Exodus 26:28). One of the Sages 
taught: It stood by means of a miracle," as this verse indicates 
that the middle bar was a single rod that ran along the length 
and width of the Tabernacle. The middle bar was miraculously 
bent through the beams on three sides. 


The Gemara cites a verse with regard to the dispute between 
Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Nehemya: “And you shall make the 
Tabernacle with ten curtains...the length of each curtain shall 
be twenty-eight cubits and the width of each curtain four cu- 
bits; all the curtains shall have the same measurement” (Exodus 
26:1-2). Place their length, i.e., the curtains’ length, across the 
width of the Tabernacle. How much was their length? It was 
twenty-eight cubits. Subtract ten cubits for the width of the 
roof of the Tabernacle, and nine cubits remain on this side, and 
nine on that side. According to Rabbi Yehuda, who maintains 
that the beams narrowed to a fingerbreadth, the cubit of the 
sockets was exposed, as the beams were ten cubits high and the 
bottom cubit of the beams was placed in the sockets. According 
to Rabbi Nehemya,’ the cubit at the top of the beams must be 
added to the overall width of the Tabernacle. In addition to the 
cubit of the sockets, a cubit of the beams themselves was ex- 
posed. 


Place their width, i.e., the curtains’ width, across the length of 
the Tabernacle. How much was their width? It was forty cubits. 
Subtract thirty cubits for the length of the Tabernacle’s roof 
and ten cubits remain. According to Rabbi Yehuda, who main- 
tains that the beams narrowed to a fingerbreadth, the curtain 
hung down the western side of the Tabernacle and the cubit of 
the sockets was covered. According to Rabbi Nehemya, the 
cubit of the sockets was exposed. 


NOTES 


It stood by means of a miracle — miy nry Daa: The middle 
bar was longer than the other bars. The middle bar was a 
single bar running through all of the beams, whereas the 
other bars were each used for only half a wall. As such, the 


middle bar was more likely to break, yet it remained in place 
and stable like the other bars (Meiri). Another interpretation 
of the phrase: It stood miraculously, is that it floated in air in 
its hole (Adderet Eliyahu). 


BACKGROUND 


The beams in the back of the Tabernacle - jawan nay: 
According to Rabbi Nehemya, the beams were of equal width 
for their entire length. When they were then arranged along 
the length and width of the Tabernacle, two open spaces 
were created, one at each corner, where additional beams 
were inserted. 
Even according to Rabbi Yehuda, who says that the beams 
narrowed, there remained an open space in the corners of the 
Tabernacle between the length and the width of the structure. 
It was necessary to insert a specially crafted beam that was 
slanted on two sides, marked in red, to fill the opening. 


Bird's-eye view of the beams in the back of the Tabernacle, according to Rabbi 
Nehemya. The red lines indicate the places where additional beams were inserted 
in the comers. 


Bird's-eye view of the beams in the back of the Tabernacle, according to Rabbi 
Yehuda 


A beam of the Tabernacle according to Rabbi Nehemya - 
TADY now) Jawai wap tnt: This beam has two rings 
into which the upper and lower bars were inserted, as well 
as a hole through the center of the beam through which the 
middle bar was placed. 


One beam from the Tabernacle, according to Rabbi Nehemya 
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NOTES 


The clasps in the loops - nixba pop: In 
this statement, the Sages informed us that the 


curtains covering the Tabernacle, both the cur- 
tains of sky blue wool and the curtains of goats’ 


hair, were placed in a manner that rendered the 
clasps in the loops visible from below. 
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It is also written: “And you shall make curtains from goat hair for a tent 

over the Tabernacle; eleven curtains you shall make them. The length of 
each curtain shall be thirty cubits and the width of each curtain four 

cubits; each of the eleven curtains should have the same measurement” 
(Exodus 26:7-8). Place their length across the width of the Tabernacle. 
How much was their length? It was thirty cubits. Subtract ten for the 

width of the roof and there will remain ten on this side and ten on that 

side. According to Rabbi Yehuda, the cubit of the sockets was covered. 
According to Rabbi Nehemya, the cubit of the sockets was exposed. 


That was also taught in a baraita. The verse states, “And the cubit on the 
one side, and the cubit on the other side of what remains of the length 
of the curtains of the tent shall hang over the sides of the Tabernacle, on 
this side and on that side to cover it” (Exodus 26:13). What remains of the 
length of the curtains is to cover the cubit of the sockets; this is the 
statement of Rabbi Yehuda. Rabbi Nehemya says: It is to cover the 
cubit of the beams. Place their width across the length of the Taber- 
nacle. How much was their width? It was forty-four cubits. Subtract 
thirty for the roof, and fourteen remain. Subtract two for the doubling 
of the sixth curtain, as it is written: “And you shall double the sixth 
curtain over the front of the tent” (Exodus 26:9), and twelve remain. 


Granted, according to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, who maintains that 
the beams narrowed to a fingerbreadth, and therefore the top of the beams 
did not take up any of the width of the curtains, which enabled the curtain 
to cover the entire wall of the Tabernacle with part of the curtain on the 
ground, it is understandable why it is written: “And as for the overhang- 
ing part that remained from the curtains of the tent, the half curtain that 
remained shall hang over the back of the Tabernacle” (Exodus 26:12). 
However, according to Rabbi Nehemya, who maintains that it is neces- 
sary for the width of the curtains to cover the thickness at the top of the 
beams, what is the meaning of the phrase shall hang? The Gemara an- 
swers: It means that it will hang more than the others. In his opinion, 
this curtain is two cubits longer than the other curtains covering the 
Tabernacle. With regard to this, the school of Rabbi Yishmael taught: 
To what is the Tabernacle similar? It is similar to a woman walking in 
the marketplace with her skirts following after her. 


The Sages taught with regard to the construction of the Tabernacle: The 
bottoms of the beams were grooved and the sockets were hollow, and 
the grooves were inserted into the sockets to support the beams. 


Additionally, the clasps in the loops,” which connected the curtains to 
one another, looked like stars in the sky. 


Our Sages taught: The bottom curtains in the Tabernacle were made of 
sky blue wool, and of purple wool, and of scarlet wool, and of fine linen; 
and the top curtains were made of goat hair, even though that material 
is considered to be inferior and common. However, the wisdom that was 
stated with regard to the top curtains was greater than that which was 
stated with regard to the bottom ones. This is because, with regard to 
the bottom curtains, itis written: “And every wise-hearted woman spun 
with her hands, and they brought that which they had spun, the blue, and 
the purple, the scarlet, and the linen” (Exodus 35:25); while with regard 
to the top curtains, it is written: “And all of the women whose hearts 
inspired them with wisdom spun the goats” (Exodus 35:26). The phrase 


“whose hearts inspired them” suggests a greater degree of wisdom. Appar- 


ently, spinning the goat's hair curtains required greater skill than spinning 
the various kinds of wool. And on a similar note, it was taught in a baraita 
in the name of Rabbi Nehemya: The hair was rinsed on the goats, and 
it was even spun from the goats, which required a great deal of skill. 
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Balconies and wagons - nibayy mixin: According to most 
of the commentaries, the wagons traveled two abreast, with 
some beams supported by both wagons. This is not at all similar 
o the halakha of two balconies. In that case liability is incurred 
only when passing from one balcony to another along the 
ength of the public domain and not across its width. Accord- 
ing to Rav Hai Gaon, there is no real difference between the 
ength and width of the public domain. Rather, the halakha 
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We learned in the mishna with regard to two balconies. Rav said 
in the name of Rabbi Hiyya: With regard to the wagons" on which 
the beams of the Tabernacle were transported, the areas beneath 
them, and between them, and to their sides are considered to be 
the public domain. Abaye said: The space between one wagon 
and the wagon alongside it equaled the full length of a wagon. And 
how much was the length of a wagon? It was five cubits. The Ge- 
mara asks: Why do I need the wagon to be five cubits long? Four 
and a half cubits would suffice whether the beams were arranged 
in three stacks, each a cubit and a half wide, or four stacks, each one 
cubit wide. The Gemara answers: You need the wagon to be five 
cubits long so that space remains between the beams and they will 
not be pressed against each other. 


Rava said: The area on the sides of the wagon between the wagon 
and the wheel and the thickness of the wheel together equaled the 
full width of the wagon (Tosafot). And how much was the width 
of the wagon? It was two and a half cubits. The Gemara asks: Why 
do I need the wagon to be two and a half cubits wide? A cubit and 
a half would suffice. The Gemara answers: So that the beams 
would not teeter. Ten-cubit beams on a one-and-a-half-cubit wide 
surface would be unstable. 


The Gemara comments: However, with regard to the principle that 
we maintain that a thoroughfare in the public domain’ is sixteen 
cubits wide; we who derive it from the Tabernacle encounter a 
difficulty: The thoroughfare associated with the Tabernacle was 
fifteen cubits wide. When two wagons stood side by side, the width 
of the wagons plus the space between them and the space on their 
sides totaled fifteen cubits. The Gemara explains: There was an 
extra cubit where a member of the tribe of Levi stood,’ to ensure 
that if the beams fell, he would take hold of them and restore them 
to their stack. Therefore, the total width was no less than sixteen 
cubits. 


MI S H N A With regard to the bank surrounding a pit" 

and the boulder that are ten handbreadths 
high and four handbreadths wide, one who takes an object from 
them to the public domain and similarly one who places an object 
from the public domain atop them is liable for carrying from one 
domain to another. If the height or width of the pit or the boulder 
is less than that height, ten handbreadths, one is exempt because 
the legal status of those protrusions is not distinct from that of the 
surrounding public domain. 


NOTES 

wagon was two and a half cubits wide with only five cubits 
between them. In that way, the ten-cubit beams would fit on 
he wagons exactly. To ensure that the wagons would not fill 
he entire width of the public thoroughfare, the Sages added 
wo and a half cubits on each side of the wagons. Two Levites, 
each of whom took up half a cubit on either side of the wagons, 
completed the sixteen cubits. The Meiri explains that when 
he Gemara says there were five cubits between the wagons, 


is derived from the Levites’ wagons. Wherever there are two 
private domains capable of being aligned on a single level, 
as in the case of the Levites’ wagons, the halakha prohibiting 
passing applies. On the other hand, the Rashba states: Since 
here is no way to join two balconies on either side of a public 
domain, the halakha prohibiting passing does not apply. The 
Meiri explains that in order to expedite the process of loading 
he wagons, the Levites passed the beams from one wagon to 
another that was positioned behind it, similar to the case of 
balconies on the same side of the public domain. 


Where a member of the tribe of Levi stood — ja "x? myI 
nb: There are different interpretations of this passage. Some 
geonim explain that the wagons traveled in pairs, and each 


it is referring to the space required due to their configuration; 
however, an additional cubit was added between the wagons 
so that a Levite could stand there and restore fallen beams to 
heir stacks if necessary. 


The bank surrounding a pit- 71373 mbar: There isa discussion 
in the Jerusalem Talmud about how to determine the width 
of a private domain that consists of a large pit and its bank. 
Must the width of the pit itself be four handbreadths, in which 
case the bank surrounding it is four handbreadths as well? Or 
is it sufficient for the pit bank to be four handbreadths wide? 
The Jerusalem Talmud made several distinctions related to the 
relationship between space and mass. 


HALAKHA 
A thoroughfare in a public domain — maya mw 777: To 
be considered a public domain on Shabbat, a thoroughfare 
cannot be less than sixteen cubits wide (Rambam Sefer Ze- 
manim, Hilkhot Shabbat 14:1; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
345:7). 


BACKGROUND 

The Levites’ wagons — ona niby: Each wagon, i.e., the 
frame on which the beams were placed, was two and a half 
cubits wide, and its wheel mechanism was two and a half 
cubits wide on either side. According to these measure- 
ments, each wagon took up a space of seven and a half 
cubits in width, and two wagons side by side, according to 
the opinion that beams were laid across two wagons, were 
therefore fifteen cubits in width. There was an additional 
cubit for the Levite who accompanied the wagon. 


Two of the Levites'wagons, according to the geonim 
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HALAKHA 

A pit and its bank - anam sja: A large pit and 
its surrounding bank made of stone or sand con- 
stitute a private domain if together they total ten 
handbreadths, even if each is individually less than 
ten handbreadths. It is prohibited to fill a vessel 
with water from that pit and carry the water into 
the public domain on Shabbat, as per the opinion 
of Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 15:9; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 354:1). 


Perek XI 
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NOTES 

One threw an object and it landed atop the col- 
umn- -wasbynn pi: Tosafot wondered about Rav 
Mordekhai’s dilemma. Why doesn't the Gemara re- 
spond with citations from several sources indicat- 
ing that the fact that the object goes through an 
exempt domain does not negate the prohibition 
of carrying out? Some commentaries explain that 
this dilemma was raised specifically with regard 
to a column standing in the public domain. The 
airspace higher than ten handbreadths from the 
ground is considered an exempt domain because 
it is not demarcated with partitions. The dilemma 
arises if an object passes through an exempt do- 
main and remains there, although it is resting 
atop a private domain. Is one liable in that case 
(Ramban)? 


BACKGROUND 
A protrusion and a groove — k¥*IM) Kyn: The 
airspace above a column that is ten handbreadths 
high is considered to be a private domain, but 
the space that surrounds the column at the same 
height is an exempt domain. Rav Mordekhai seeks 
to prove that it is possible for a small object to 
come to rest atop a column without first passing 
through an exempt domain. It is possible for the 
object to come to rest on a protrusion from the 
stone which has the status of a private domain 
even though it is less than ten handbreadths high. 
Alternately, a needle could pass through a groove 
atop a column. In those cases, the object does not 
pass through an exempted area. 


Column in the public domain with a groove on its top and a 
protrusion on its side 
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GEMARA The Gemara asks: Why do I need to teach in the 


mishna about the cases of the bank of a pit and 
a boulder? Let the mishna simply teach about a pit and a boulder. One 
could derive the halakha with regard to an object that is ten handbreadths 
high from the case of the boulder, and the halakha with regard to an object 
that is ten handbreadths deep from the pit. The fact that the mishna taught 
the case of the bank of a pit supports the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan, as 
Rabbi Yohanan said: A pit and its bank" join together to constitute the 
total ten handbreadths. If the distance from the bottom of the pit to the 
top ofits bank is ten handbreadths, it is considered a private domain, even 
though some of the ten handbreadths are above ground and some are 
below. That halakha was also taught in the following baraita: With regard 
to a pit in the public domain that is ten handbreadths deep and four 
handbreadths wide, one may not fill water from it on Shabbat because 
the pit itself is a private domain, and carrying water from the pit to the 
public domain is prohibited 


unless they constructed a partition around it that is ten handbreadths 
high. Everything within the partition is then considered a private domain, 
and one standing within the partition may draw water from the pit. And 
similarly, one may only drink water from the pit on Shabbat ifhe inserts 
his head and most of his body into the well. And a pit and its bank join 
together to constitute the total of ten handbreadths, as stated by Rabbi 
Yohanan. 


Rav Mordekhai raised a dilemma before Rava: In a case where there is 
a column in the public domain that is ten handbreadths high and four 
handbreadths wide, and one threw an object and it landed atop the 
column," what is the ruling? The two sides of the dilemma are: Do we say 
that the lifting from the public domain was performed in a prohibited 
manner and the placing in the private domain was performed in a pro- 
hibited manner, and therefore one is liable? Or perhaps, we say that since 
the object comes from an exempt domain, the one who threw the object 
would not be liable. Prior to landing on the column, the object traveled 
through the airspace above the public domain. The airspace of a public 
domain extends ten handbreadths from the ground. Beyond that point 
the airspace is an exempt domain. 


Rava said to Rav Mordekhai: It is our mishna that states that one who 
places an object atop a boulder that is more than ten handbreadths high 
is liable. Rav Mordekhai came and asked Rav Yosef about the same di- 
lemma: Rav Yosef said to him: It is our mishna. Rav Mordekhai came 
and asked Abaye. He said to him: It is our mishna. Rav Mordekhai said 
to them: You are all spewing the same spittle. None of you taught any- 
thing new. You repeat the same unsatisfactory answer. 


They said to Rav Mordekhai: And do you not hold this to be correct? 
Didn’t we learn explicitly in the mishna: One who takes an object from 
them, and one who places an object atop them is liable? He said to 
them: Perhaps the mishna is referring to a needle that can be placed atop 
the column without passing through the exempt area above ten hand- 
breadths, since it is so small and hardly takes up any space. 


They said to him: With regard to a needle, too, it is still impossible that 
it will not be raised somewhat above the public domain. He answered 
them: It is possible that the boulder has a protrusion below ten hand- 
breadths from the ground. Since the protrusion is not significant in and 
of itself, it has the legal status ofa hole in the wall of a private domain. One 
who throws an object into it is liable, just like one who throws into the 
private domain itself. Alternatively, it is possible that the needle is placed 
in a groove’ that is below ten handbreadths from the ground. The needle 
did not enter the groove from above ten handbreadths. It passed directly 
into the groove, which is a private domain. Therefore, Rav Mordekhai’s 
dilemma is not resolved from the mishna. 
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Rav Meyasha said that Rabbi Yohanan raised a dilemma: There 
is a wall in the public domain that is ten handbreadths high and 
is not quite four handbreadths wide, and it surrounds a karmelit" 
and renders the area that it encloses the private domain. The wall 
serves as a partition of this private domain. And if one threw an 
object from the public domain and it landed atop the wall, what is 
the ruling? Do we say: Since it is not four handbreadths wide it is 
an exempt domain, and the one who threw the object is exempt? 
Or perhaps we say that since it rendered the karmelit the private 
domain, the wall together with the private domain is considered 
to be filled. Therefore, the object is considered to have landed on 
an area that is four handbreadths wide, and the one who threw the 
object is liable. 


Ulla said: The fact that it is considered a private domain is derived 
by means ofan a fortiori inference: If this wall creates a partition" 
that renders other areas surrounded by the wall a private domain, 
all the more so does it render itself a private domain. It was also 
stated that Rabbi Hiyya bar Ashi said that Rav said, and so too, 
Rabbi Yitzhak said that Rabbi Yohanan said: With regard to a wall 
in the public domain that is ten handbreadths high and is not quite 
four handbreadths wide, and it surrounds a karmelit and renders 
the area that it surrounds the private domain, if one threw an 
object from the public domain and it landed atop the wall, he 
is liable. If this wall creates a partition that renders other areas 
a private domain, all the more so does it render itself a private 
domain. 


Rabbi Yohanan raised a dilemma: In a case where there is a pit 
that is nine handbreadths deep, and one dug out a segment of earth 
from the bottom of the pit and thereby completed the depth of the 
pit to ten handbreadths," and then he proceeded to throw the earth 
into the public domain, what is the ruling? The two sides to the 
dilemma are: Is it that the lifting of the object and establishment 
of the ten-handbreadth partition came about simultaneously," 
and he is liable? Or perhaps he is not liable. And if you say: Since 
the partition was not ten handbreadths deep initially, he is not 
liable, then in a case where there is a pit that is ten handbreadths 
deep, and one placed a segment of earth into the pit and thereby 
minimized its depth to less than ten handbreadths, nullifying its 
status as a private domain, what is the ruling? The two sides of the 
question are: Is it that placement of the object and the elimination 
of the ten-handbreadth partition came about simultaneously, and 
he is liable? Or perhaps, he is not liable because the partition was 
not intact throughout the performance of the action. 


The Gemara suggests: Resolve Rabbi Yohanan’s dilemma from his 
own statement, as we learned in a mishna: With regard to one who 
throws an object four cubits in the public domain and it hits the 
wall above ten handbreadths from the ground, which is an exempt 
domain, it is as if he threw it in the air, and he is exempt. If it was 
below ten handbreadths from the ground, it is as ifhe threw it and 
it landed on the ground, and one who throws an object four cubits 
and it lands on the ground is liable. And we discussed it: How 
could he be liable for carrying in that case? The object did not come 
to rest on the wall and there was no placement. 


And Rabbi Yohanan said: It is with regard to the case of a juicy 
cake of figs that sticks to the wall when thrown against it that we 
learned in the mishna. The Gemara asks: And why is one liable in 
that case? When the cake of figs sticks to the wall, it reduces the 
distance the figs traveled from the measure of four cubits that de- 
termines liability. If one threw the cake of figs at a distance of ex- 
actly four cubits from the wall, and, based on Rabbi Yohanan, the 
object becomes part of the wall, the distance that the cake of figs 
traveled is slightly less than four cubits, and therefore he should be 
exempt. Since Rabbi Yohanan did not take this into account, appar- 
ently, in his opinion, when the placement of the object and the 
elimination of the partition are simultaneous, one is liable. 


NOTES 


A wall in the public domain...and it surrounds a kar- 
melit — nyaa apy... mea Snip: This question 
relates specifically to a wall that was already adjacent to 
a karmelit. Even when more walls are added, creating a 
private domain, no change takes place in the wall itself. 
Therefore, perhaps that is not sufficient to render the wall 
part of a private domain. 


A prohibition and a partition that came about simul- 
taneously — NNN naa Ayn max: This issue is con- 
nected to a wider discussion of simultaneity. Some Sages 
maintain that in other areas of halakha, anything that 
occurs simultaneously must be considered to have hap- 
pened consecutively. In this context, since the prohibition 
is considered to have been violated before the wall was 
created, there can be no liability. 


HALAKHA 


The partitions of a private domain — Prva Mw MyM: 
The legal status of the area atop the walls surrounding 
a private domain is that of a private domain, even if the 
walls are not four handbreadths wide. This ruling is in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Ulla (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 14:3, 20; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 345:3). 


Adomain created with the performance of a prohibited 
labor - moxdan oy my mw: If an individual removed 
dirt from the bottom of a pit in a public domain that was 
nine handbreadths deep, rendering it ten handbreadths 
deep, and then moved dirt from the pit into the public 
domain, he is exempt. Similarly, if the pit was ten hand- 
breadths deep and he minimized its depth by placing a 
rock from the public domain into the pit, he is liable only if 
the wall of the private domain, i.e., the pit, remained intact 
throughout the entire act of carrying. That is the ruling 
of the Rambam because the dilemmas in the Gemara 
were not resolved, and in cases of uncertainty like these, 
the ruling is lenient. In addition, Abaye maintains that 
the partition does not remain intact in this case (Maggid 
Mishne; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 14:20). 
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HALAKHA 


One threw a board and it landed on top of stakes - 91 pX 
npn vas by mai: One who throws a board that lands on top 
of stakes in the public domain and thereby creates a private 
domain is exempt, even if there is an object resting atop the 
board. The dilemma with regard to this issue also remained 
unresolved in the Gemara, and the ruling is lenient (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 14:21). 


Water onto water - 079 +34 by mma: One who lifts water that 
was resting on water, e.g., water from a pit full of water, and 
carries it into a public domain is liable. However, one who lifts 
a vessel or fruit from a vessel that is floating on water is exempt 
because the vessel or fruit was not placed on the ground and 
he did not lift the fruit from a significant place, i.e., a place that 
is four by four handbreadths. In addition, even if he lifted a fruit 
that was floating in the water he is exempt, as per the opinion 
of Rava (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 13:4). 


BACKGROUND 
A board with an object - yam 47: 


Wooden board that fell onto stakes. An object is on top of the board. 


Perek XI 
Daf 100 Amuda 


HALAKHA 
A nut in a vessel and the vessel is floating on water — tsx 
on ras byay oon pa: One who lifts a nut from a vessel that is 
floating on water and carries it into another domain is exempt 
because the vessel or the fruit was not placed on the ground. 
The halakha pertaining to this case remains an unresolved 
dilemma in the Gemara, and the ruling is lenient (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 13:4). 
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The Gemara rejects this and says: The cases are not similar because 
there, in the case of the cake of figs, the one who threw it does 
not nullify its independent existence vis-a-vis the wall, as the food 
will eventually be removed from the wall. Here, in the case of the 
dirt in the pit, one nullifies its independent existence vis-a-vis the 
pit, and it eliminates the ten-handbreadth partition. 


Rava raised a similar dilemma: Ina case where one threwa board 
and it landed on top of stakes" that are ten handbreadths high 
but not four handbreadths wide, what is the ruling? Once the 
board lands, the surface is ten handbreadths high and four hand- 
breadths wide. The Gemara asks: What is his dilemma? Does his 
dilemma pertain to the ruling in a case where the placement of 
the object and the establishment of the partition came about 
simultaneously? That is precisely the dilemma raised by Rabbi 
Yohanan. 


The Gemara answers: The case where Rava raised a dilemma is 
more complex. His dilemma is with regard to a case where one 
threw a board and there was an object resting atop the board.’ 
In that case, what is the ruling? The two sides of the dilemma are: 
Since the board and the object come simultaneously, the legal 
status is similar to a case where the placement of the object and 
the establishment of the partition came about simultaneously. 
The object and the board are a single unit that creates a partition 
when it lands, and therefore one is exempt. Or perhaps we say 
that since it is impossible, when they land, for the object not to 
rise slightly and then land because the object and the board are 
not connected, it is like the case where the establishment of the 
partition was completed and the placement of the object fol- 
lowed, and therefore one is liable. These dilemmas remain, and 
therefore let it stand unresolved. 


Rava raised an issue related to the previous dilemmas, and before 

doing so he sought to clarify certain points. Rava said: It is obvi- 
ous to me that if one poured water onto water" that is its place- 
ment, and if one did so from one domain to another he is liable. 
If one placed a nut onto water, 


it is not considered its placement. However, Rava raised a di- 
lemma: In a case where there is a nut in a vessel and the vessel 
is floating on water," what is the ruling? Is it permitted to lift the 
nut on Shabbat if one is in another domain? The two sides of the 
dilemma are: Do we say that we go according to the status of the 
nut, and it is at rest in the vessel? Or perhaps we go according 
to the status of the vessel, and it is not at rest. No resolution was 
found to this dilemma. Therefore, let it stand unresolved as well. 


However, with regard to oil floating on wine, there is a dispute 
between Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri and the Rabbis. As we 
learned in a mishna: In the case of oil floating on wine, and one 
who immersed himself during the day, i.e., one who was impure, 
immersed himself in a ritual bath, but will not become complete- 
ly pure until sunset, touched the oil, he invalidated only the oil 
and not the wine. Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri says: With regard to 
the two, i.e., the oil and the wine, they are considered to have a 
connection to each other. Since he made the oil impure, the wine 
is also impure. Their dispute is whether or not the oil is considered 
to be placed atop the wine. 
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Abaye said: In the case of a pit in the public domain that is ten hand- 
breadths deep and precisely eight handbreadths wide, and one threw 
a mat into it, he is liable. However, if he divided the pit" with a mat 
that split it in two, each one slightly less than four handbreadths wide, 
he is exempt because neither part is considered a private domain. The 
Gemara comments: According to the opinion of Abaye, for whom it 
is obvious that the mat eliminates the partition of the pit, all the more 
so that a segment of dirt thrown into a pit that is ten handbreadths deep, 
rendering it less than ten handbreadths, eliminates the partition, and 
he has no dilemma with regard to Rabbi Yohanan’s case. According to 
Rabbi Yohanan, who raised a dilemma with regard to a segment of 
dirt, it is obvious that a mat does not eliminate the partition. 


Abaye said: With regard to a pit in the public domain that is ten hand- 
breadths deep and four handbreadths wide and filled with water, and 

one threw an object into it on Shabbat, one is liable because the pit is 

considered a private domain. And if the pit was filled with fruit" and 

one threw an object into it," he is exempt. What is the reason for the 

different rulings? Water is not significant enough to eliminate the 

partition; fruit eliminates the partition. This was also taught in a 
baraita: One who throws an object from the sea to the street or from 
the street to the sea is exempt because the sea is considered a karmelit, 
and one is not liable according to Torah law in that case. Rabbi Shimon 

says: If the area in the sea where he threw it is ten handbreadths deep 

and four handbreadths wide, he is liable, as he is considered as one 

who threw an object into a private domain. Apparently, the water in the 

sea does not eliminate the status of a private domain. 


MI S HN A With regard to one who throws an object four 


cubits in the public domain, if the object hits the 
wall above ten handbreadths" from the ground, which is an exempt 
domain, it is as if one threw it in the air, and he is exempt. Ifit hits the 
wall below ten handbreadths from the ground, it is as if he threw it 
and it landed on the ground, and one who throws an object four cubits 


and it lands on the ground is liable. 
G E M A We learned in the mishna that if one throws an 
object in the public domain a distance of four 
cubits and it hits a wall” above ten handbreadths from the ground, he 
is liable if he threw it. The Gemara asks: And we discussed it: How 
could he be liable for carrying in that case? Since the object did not 
come to rest on the wall, there was no placement. And Rabbi Yohanan 
said: It is with regard to the case of a juicy cake of figs that sticks to 
the wall when thrown against it that we learned in the mishna. 


Rav Yehuda said that Rav said that Rabbi Hiyya said: If one threw a 
stone at a wall above ten handbreadths from the ground, and it went 
and came to rest in a hole in the wall of any size less than four cubits, 
we have come to the dispute between Rabbi Meir and the Rabbis. 
According to the opinion of Rabbi Meir, who said: One carves out 
the space to complete it," he is liable. We complete the hole by con- 
ceptually carving it to four handbreadths because doing so is theoreti- 
cally possible. Since the hole is considered ten handbreadths high and 
four handbreadths wide, one is liable for transferring an object from a 
public domain to a private one. According to the opinion of the Rabbis, 
who say: One does not carve out the space to complete it, the throw- 
er is not liable because the hole is actually less than four handbreadths 
wide at present. That was also taught in a baraita: If one threw an object 
above ten handbreadths, and it went and came to rest in a small hole, 
Rabbi Meir deems him liable, while the Rabbis deem him exempt. 


NOTES 


If the pit was filled with fruit and one threw an object into 
it - apind pm niva mehr: The early commentaries discussed 
this matter (see Tosafot) ‘and raised objections from other sources 
that indicate that fruit in a pit is not voided and does not be- 
come secondary to the pit. Nevertheless, they concluded that 
one who throws fruit into a pit is certainly liable because he does 
not void the fruit. Rav Hai Gaon explained that the Gemara is 
referring to a case where one nullifies the fruit by abandoning 


it in the pit. According to Tosafot, it is referring to untithed fruit, 
which may not be moved on Shabbat and is therefore nullified 
for that day. The Rashba explains that even though the fruit is 
not nullified in the pit, it nevertheless nullifies the partitions in 
the pit because partitions must be apparent in order for one 
to be liable for carrying out. When the pit is filled with water, 
its partitions are still apparent; when the pit is filled with fruit, 
they are not. 


HALAKHA 

A pit that was divided - pnw ia: If one throws a 
mat from a public domain into a pit that is ten hand- 
breadths deep and exactly eight handbreadths wide, 
and the mat splits the pit into two equal halves, he is 
exempt. When the mat lands, it negates the pit's status 
as a private domain (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 14:22). 


A pit...filled with water...filled with fruit - ...113 
miv9...012 axbn: If one threw an object into a pit filled 
with water that has the dimensions of a private domain, 
and the object landed on the water, he is liable because 
the water does not nullify the partitions of the pit and 
negate its status. If the pit was full of fruit he is exempt 
because the fruit nullifies the partitions of the pit and 
minimizes its size (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 14:23). 


Above ten handbreadths - onay mwya mynd: The 
public domain extends up to ten handbreadths. The air- 
space higher than that is an exempt domain (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 14:18; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 345712). 


Throwing an object at a wall -biaa Ty: One who 
throws an object at a wall in the public domain and it 
lands above ten handbreadths is exempt, even if the 
object remains stuck to the wall. This ruling is in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 14:18). 


Carving out space to complete - Dbw npp: If 
one who throws an object and it lands in a hole in a 
wall in the public domain, his liability depends on the 
size of the hole. If the hole is too small to be consid- 
ered a domain in and of itself, i.e., if it is less than four 
handbreadths wide or ten handbreadths high, it is an 
exempt domain. The opinion that one carves out a 
virtual space to expand the hole’s size is rejected, in 
accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 14:10; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 345:10). 
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HALAKHA 


A mound that is an inclined plane that gradually attains a 
height of ten handbreadths over a horizontal space of four 
cubits — yax Jina Mwy vpza bp: A mound of dirt that is 
an inclined plane that attains a height of ten handbreadths over 
a horizontal space of four cubits is considered a private domain. 
Therefore, one who throws an object from the public domain 
onto it is liable (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 14:16). 


An alleyway. ..and becomes an inclined or declined plane - 
fiama mwya.: If an alleyway is sloped at the end, either 
inclining or declining to connect to the public domain, and the 

disparity between the height of the alleyway and that of the 

public domain is ten handbreadths over the horizontal space 

of four cubits (Ra‘avad), it is considered a partition between 

the two domains, and nothing more needs be done to allow 

carrying in the alley (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
17:4; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 363:36). 


If one threw an object within four cubits and the object 
rolled beyond four cubits — yan bahana nis yar Jind px 
minx par): If one throws an object into the public domain 
within four cubits and then it rolls beyond four cubits, he is 
exempt. One who throws an object beyond four cubits and 
then it rolls back within four cubits is liable if the object landed 
first; he is exempt if the object did not land and the wind 
blew it back. This ruling is in accordance with Rabbi Yohanan’s 
interpretation of the mishna (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 13:22). 


NOTES 


An alleyway. ..and becomes an inclined or declined plane - 
fiama mwya.: An alleyway that is open on one side is a 
private domain by Torah law. Nevertheless, the Sages issued a 
decree that one may carry in that area only if there is a conspic- 
uous symbolic partition between the alleyway and the public 
domain. This may be achieved by placing a post alongside 
he entrance to the alleyway or a beam across the entrance. 
However, when the end of the alleyway is an inclined plane, 
he plane itself serves as a partition ,and there is no need for 
any additional partition. 


The wind seized it — my7 anim: Rashi interprets this to mean 
hat the object was swept by the wind while still in the air and 
held there, which is tantamount to placement on a significant 
area. Rashi was forced to interpret the Gemara in this way 
because it is dependent on the halakhic ruling throughout this 
passage. It is still necessary to decide whether, according to the 
Rabbis, an object that passes within three handbreadths of the 
ground requires placement on a significant area, or whether 
he object already considered placed (see Meiri). 
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Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: In the case of a mound that is an 
inclined plane that gradually attains a height of ten handbreadths 
over a horizontal space of four cubits," and one threw an object 
from the public domain and it came to rest atop that mound, he 
is liable because it is considered a partition. That was also taught 
in a baraita: An alleyway that is level inside and becomes an 
inclined or declined plane" as it enters the public domain, which 
is higher or lower than the alleyway, or if the entrance to the al- 
leyway is level when entering the public domain and inside it is 
inclined, that alleyway requires neither a post alongside its 
entrance or a beam across its entrance in order to distinguish it 
from the public domain because the incline itself is considered 
a partition. Rabbi Hanina ben Gamliel says: In the case of a 
mound that gradually attains a height of ten handbreadths over 
a horizontal space of four cubits, and one threw an object from 
the public domain and it came to rest atop that mound, he is 


liable. 


MI S H N A If one threw an object in the public domain, 


intending for it to land within four cubits, 
meaning that he had no intention of violating the Torah prohibi- 
tion of carrying, and the object rolled and went beyond four 
cubits," he is exempt. However, if one threw an object with the 
intention of it landing beyond four cubits, and the object rolled 
back within four cubits, he is liable from when he originally 
threw the object. 


G E M ARA We learnedin the mishna that if one threw 


an object beyond four cubits and it rolled 
back within four cubits, he is liable. The Gemara asks: The object 
did not come to rest beyond four cubits, so how can the one who 
threw it be liable? Rabbi Yohanan said: And that liability was 
established when the object came to rest atop something. That 
was also taught in a baraita: If one threw an object beyond four 
cubits and the wind blew it while still in the air and brought it 
within four cubits, he is exempt even though it, i.e., the wind, 
then brought it back out because the object did not come to rest 
in the place where it was thrown. However, if the wind seized it" 
briefly and it stayed on the ground for a brief period of time (To- 
safot), even though the wind then brought it in, the individual 
is liable. 


Rava said: Despite the principle of lavud, which states that with- 
in three handbreadths of the ground an object is considered to 
be attached to it, according to the Rabbis, who maintain that an 
object in airspace is not considered at rest, the object must 
come to rest atop something to establish liability. The Gemara 
relates that Mareimar sat and stated this halakha. Ravina said 
to Mareimar: 


Isn’t that what we learned in the mishna, with regard to which 
Rabbi Yohanan said: That liability is when it came to rest atop 
something, which means that the object must actually land in 
order for the one who threw it to be liable. Mareimar said to 
Ravina: Are you saying it is a case of rolling? One cannot cite 
proof from a rolling object because a rolling object will not ulti- 
mately come to rest. However, with regard to this object, which 
passed within three handbreadths of the ground, I would say: 
Since it will ultimately come to rest, even though it has not yet 
come to rest, it is considered as an object that came to rest. 
Therefore, Rava teaches us that even in that case one is not liable 
until it actually comes to rest upon something. 
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MISHNA One wao oe ject four cubits 


into the sea" is exempt. If there was a 
swamp and the public domain passes through it," one who 
throws an object four cubits into it is liable like one who carried 
four cubits in the public domain. And how deep is this swamp? 
It is less than ten handbreadths deep. In the case of a swamp that 
the public domain passes through, one who throws an object 
four cubits into the swamp is liable. 


G E M ARA One of the Sages said to Rava: Granted, 


passing passing is mentioned twice in 
the mishna; this teaches us that passage under duress is consid- 
ered passage, but usage under duress is not considered usage. 
But why do I need it to mention swamp swamp twice?" Rava 
answered him: One case is referring to the summer, and one case 
is referring to the winter. And both cases are necessary, as had 
the mishna taught only one mention of swamp, I would have said 
that these matters, i.e., cases indicating that passage under duress 
is considered passage, apply only in the summer because people 
commonly pass through the swamp to cool themselves; how- 
ever, in the winter I would have thought that it would not be so. 
And had the mishna taught us only the case of winter, I would 
have said that since they are filthy from mud anyway, they do not 
mind walking through the swamp, but in the summer it would 
not be so. 


Abaye said: It is possible to explain this other way. It was neces- 
sary for the mishna to state swamp twice because it would have 
entered your mind to say that these matters apply specifically 
where the swamp is not four cubits wide because then people 
walk through the swamp and do not circumvent it, but where the 
swamp is four cubits wide, people circumvent it. Therefore, it 
was necessary to teach that people walk through swamps that are 
both narrow and wide. 


Rav Ashi said another explanation: It was necessary for the 
mishna to state swamp twice because it would have entered your 
mind to say that these matters apply specifically where the 
swamp is at least four handbreadths wide, but where the swamp 
is not four handbreadths wide, people step over it and do not 
walk through it. The Gemara comments: And Rav Ashi follows 
his own reasoning, as Rav Ashi said: One who threw an object 
and it came to rest on one of the beams of a bridge is liable. Even 
though the width of each beam is less than four handbreadths, it 
joins together with the other beams to form a single surface of the 
public domain because even though many people step over the 
beams, still many people step on it. 


MISHIN A or ce iom thesea 


to dry land, or from dry land to the sea, 
or from the sea onto a boat, or from a boat into the sea, or from 
one boat to another is exempt because the sea has the legal status 
of a karmelit. If boats are tied together," one may carry an object 
from one to the other on Shabbat. However, if they are not tied, 
even though they are adjacent, one may not carry from one to 
the other. 


It was stated that the Sages disagreed with 
GEMARA ae 


regard to the manner in which one may 
draw seawater onto a boat on Shabbat. Rav Huna said: One ex- 
tends a projection’ of any size from the side of the boat as a 
distinctive sign, and fills a receptacle with water from the sea. Rav 
Hisda and Rabba bar Rav Huna say: One creates an area, a 
frame of four by four handbreadths,"" and fills the water from 
inside it. 


HALAKHA 


One who throws four cubits into the sea - Da PUT 
nix yar: The legal status of both a sea and a river 
(Mishna Berura) is that of a karmelit. One who throws 
an object four cubits into them on Shabbat is exempt, 
although it is prohibited to do so (Rambam Sefer Ze- 
manim, Hilkhot Shabbat 14:4; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 345:14). 


A swamp and the public domain passes through it - 
ia nm Data mwy D PP: Water in the public do- 
main that is less than ten handbreadths deep, even if it 

is four cubits wide, is part of the public domain, if most 

people walk through it. This ruling is in accordance with 

the opinion of Abaye. One who throws an object four 

cubits in this kind of body of water is liable (Rambam 

Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 14:24). 


Boats are tied together — ita it niwpA ni»ad: One 
may only carry an object from one boat to an adjacent 
boat if they are tied together or if the upper edge of 
the boats are ten handbreadths above the water. If the 
boats belong to two different people, one may not 
carry between them, even if the sides are ten hand- 
breadths above the water, unless a joining of courtyards 
has been established (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Eiruvin 3:25). 


One creates an area of four by four - nipan nwiy 
TYI: In the case of one who is on a boat on Shabbat 
and wants to draw water from the sea, if the sides of the 
boat are less than ten handbreadths above the water, 
he must create an area of four by four handbreadths 
and carve a hole in it through which he may draw the 
water. If the sides of the boat are more than ten hand- 
breadths above the water, he extends a protrusion with 
a hole in it through which he draws the water. The 
Mishna Berura writes that later authorities agree that 
one can draw water even without a protrusion because 
the protrusion serves merely as a reminder, as per the 
opinion of Rav Hisda (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 15:20; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 355:1). 


NOTES 
Swamp swamp twice — 32° IH P71 pp: The explana- 
tion in the Jerusalem Talmud is slightly different. The 
mishna repeats the halakha to teach that one is obli- 
gated both in a case of passage not under duress and 
in a case of passage under duress. 


One extends a projection — 1% 73127 pyi: Some 

commentaries ask: Since there is no prohibition violat- 
ed in drawing water from the sea into a boat according 

to Rav Huna, why is it necessary to extend a projection? 
Some explain that since we learned in the mishna: From 

the sea onto a boat.. .is exempt, and the word exempt 
is used but the word permitted is not, an additional step 

is necessary to render the action permitted (Rashba). 


Creates an area of four by four handbreadths — awiy 
TYIN Dip: The early commentaries on the Talmud 
discussed this halakha and expressed several opinions 
on the matter. According to the Rambam, there is no 
need for partitions. It is sufficient to extend a beam 
hat is four by four handbreadths with a hole carved in 
it. Rashi requires that the beam must have small parti- 
ions. This opinion is shared by the geonim based on 
he opinions of most of the amora‘im in the Jerusalem 
Talmud. Some explain that this requires a beam that 
is four by four cubits with a hole in it that is four by 
four handbreadths (Rabbeinu Tam cited in the Rashba). 
Some commentaries even assert that the legal status of 
he area in the boat from which water is drawn to the 
boat is like that of a partition hanging from a balcony. 
The partitions surrounding that area must be ten hand- 
breadths high (Meiri). 
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HALAKHA 


From where is a karmelit in the sea measured — 
OTA m aw mana: The karmelit in the sea 
is measured from the surface of the water, which in 
this regard is considered like the ground. If an ob- 
ject was taken from within ten handbreadths above 
the surface of the water, the object was taken from 
a karmelit. lf the object was more than ten hand- 
breadths off the surface of the water, the object was 
taken from an exempt domain. This ruling is in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rav Hisda and Rabba, 
son of Rav Huna, who constitute the majority in the 
dispute with Rav Huna (Maggid Mishne; Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 14:5; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 345:18). 


How does he throw out his waste water - pasiv 
ath YT D7 FDA: If one needs to pour water or 
other waste (Magen Avraham) from a boat into the 
sea on Shabbat, he should not pour it directly into 
the sea, but should pour it onto the side of the boat 
and let it run into the sea (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 15:19; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
355:1). 


BACKGROUND 


A protrusion on a boat — xwai: The sides of the 
boat are typically higher at both the ends than in 
the middle. However, the protrusion referred to in 
the Gemara is the battering ram that protrudes at 
the front of the boat. It is likely that at times it is 
lower than ten handbreadths since it is beneath 
the water. 


\ 


Model of a Roman boat from the talmudic period 


Perek XI 
Daf101 Amuda 


NOTES 


Ten handbreadths deep and it is not ten hand- 
breadths above the surface — pg) mwy Tpyay 
Mwy mI: In the case of a boat that is ten hand- 
breadths deep but not ten handbreadths above the 
surface of the water, one might think that if the boat 
itself has partitions it is considered a private domain. 
And since it is not separate from the karmelit, but 
rather its partitions are within the karmelit, carrying 
from the sea into the boat is not prohibited (see 
Tosefot Rid). In the Jerusalem Talmud it is explained 
that it was permitted to carry from the boat into the 
sea due to need and due to danger. 
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The Gemara explains: Rav Huna, who said that one extends a pro- 
jection of any size and fills a receptacle with water, maintains that 
we measure the karmelit from the sea floor. Since the sea itself is 
deeper than ten handbreadths, the boat is considered to be floating 
in the air, and the air is an exempt domain, as it is above ten hand- 
breadths from the ground of the karmelit. And by law one should 
not require a projection because he is drawing water from an ex- 
empt domain into a private domain, which is permitted ab initio. 
Rather, the reason a projection is required is so that he will have a 
distinctive sign and not come to draw water from a karmelit into a 
private domain. 


Rav Hisda and Rabba bar Rav Huna say: One creates an area, a 
frame of four by four handbreadths, and fills a receptacle with water. 
They maintain that we measure the karmelit from the surface of 
the water," and the water in the sea has a legal status like that of 
solid land. Therefore, if one does not create an area of four by four, 
he will carry from a karmelit to the private domain. 


Rav Nahman said to Rabba bar Avuh: And according to Rav Huna, 
who said that one extends a projection of any size from the side of 
the boat and fills a receptacle with water, isn’t there room for concern 
that at times when the water is not ten handbreadths deep, he will 
carry from a karmelit into the private domain? He said to him: We 
learned through tradition that a boat does not travel in water that 
is less than ten handbreadths deep. He asks: Although a boat has a 
protrusion’ at its bow is more than ten handbreadths above the sea 
floor, the entire length of the boat is not necessarily that far above 
the bottom. Rav Safra said: Those people who measure the depth 
of the water with long poles proceed before the ship and ensure that 
that the water is at least ten handbreadths deep. 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said to Rav Hiyya bar Avin: According 

to Rav Hisda and Rabba bar Rav Huna, who say that in order to 

draw water onto a boat on Shabbat one creates an area of four by 
four handbreadths and fills a receptacle, how does he throw out his 

waste water?" And if you say he pours it out in the same area from 

which he draws water, the water that he subsequently draws from 

there will be disgusting to him. Rav Hiyya bar Avin answered him: 

He pours it onto the side of the boat from which it runs into the sea, 
and he does not pour it directly into the sea. The Gemara asks: Even 

so, it is accomplished by means of his power. Although he did not 
pour it directly, he caused the waste water to enter the sea. The Ge- 
mara answers: The Sages did not issue a decree to prohibit an action 

performed by one’s power in a karmelit. They only prohibited 

throwing an object directly. And from where do you say that this is 

so? As it was taught in a baraita: With regard to a ship, one may 
neither carry from it into the sea, nor from the sea into it. 


Rabbi Yehuda says: If the interior of the boat is ten handbreadths 
deep and it is not ten handbreadths above the surface’ of the water, 
one may carry from it into the sea, but not from the sea into it. The 
Gemara asks: What is different about carrying from the sea into 
the ship that one may not do so? Is it because in doing so one is 
carrying froma karmelit into the private domain? In carrying from 
the ship into the sea, one is also carrying from the private domain 
into a karmelit. Rather, is it not that from the ship to the sea is 
permitted because one throws the object onto the edge of the boat 
and it falls into the sea on its own, and learn from it that the Sages 
did not issue a decree prohibiting an action caused indirectly by 
one’s power in a karmelit? The Gemara summarizes: Indeed, learn 
from it that this is so. 
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Rav Huna said: With regard to those small boats of Meishan,"™” which 
are wide on top and narrow at the bottom, one may carry in them only 
within four cubits. Because they are less than four handbreadths wide at 
the bottom, they are not a private domain. And we only said this halakha 
in a case where the width of the boat does not reach four handbreadths 
less than three handbreadths from the bottom of the boat. However, if 
the width of the boat reaches four handbreadths less than three hand- 
breadths from the bottom, we do not have this halakha, as those are 
considered full-fledged partitions which create a private domain. And, 
similarly, if one fills the bottom of the boat with reeds and thin willow 
branches up to the point where the boat reaches four handbreadths, we 
do not have this halakha. If there are ten handbreadths above the point 
where the boat reaches four handbreadths, it is a private domain. 


Rav Nahman strongly objects to this: And let us say: Lower the parti- 
tion. The upper part of the raft is sufficiently wide and its partitions are 
sufficiently high; why not consider it as if the partitions of the boat de- 
scend from the top of the raft in a straight line to the bottom? Was it not 
taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, says: One 
who stuck a stick into the ground in the public domain, and hung a 
basket atop it" that is four by four handbreadths wide, and threw an 
object from the public domain and it landed upon it, he is liable, like 
one who carried an object into a private domain? Apparently, we say: 
Lower the partition of the basket and treat it as if it reaches the ground, 
creating a column that is considered a private domain. Here, too, let us 
say: Lower the partition. 


Rav Yosef strongly objects to this statement of Rav Nahman: And did 
they not hear that which Rav Yehuda said that Rav said, and there are 
those who determined that this halakha was stated in the name of Rab- 
bi Hiyya: And it was taught in a baraita: And the Rabbis deem one ex- 
empt in the case of a reed stuck in the ground ofa public domain? Appar- 
ently, the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, is an individual 
opinion and was not accepted as halakha. Abaye said to him: And do 
you not hold the principle of extending partitions? Was it not taught in 
a baraita: With regard to a column in the public domain that is ten 
handbreadths high and four handbreadths wide, and its base is not four 
handbreadths wide," and its narrowest point is more than three hand- 
breadths high; and if one threw an object from the public domain and it 
came to rest atop the column, he is liable? Apparently, we say: Lower 
the partition. Since the column's uppermost section is sufficiently wide, 
its partitions are considered as if they extend to the ground. Here, too, 
say: Lower the partition. 


The Gemara asks: Are the case of the basket and the case of the boat 
comparable? There, in the case of the basket, it is a partition that goats 
pass through. A partition that does not serve as a barrier is not considered 
a partition. Here, it is a partition that goats do not pass through. It is 
considered a partition. Rav Aha, son of Rav Aha, said to Rav Ashi: In 
the case of a boat, too, there is the passage of fish," as they can swim 
through the lowered partitions of the boat. He said to him: Passage of 
fish is not considered passage because it is not visible. And from where 
do you say that this is so? As Rabbi Tavla raised a dilemma before 
Ravin: With regard to a hanging partition, what is the ruling in terms of 
it permitting one to carry in a ruin when part of the building’s walls are 
still intact, and they are still considered partitions? Ravin said to him: A 
hanging partition only permits one to carry 


Small boats of Meishan — 


One who stuck a stick into the ground in the public domain and 
hung a basket atop it - bpw IWD Day MwA mp yya: If a 
pole with a basket on top is placed i ina public domain, the area is 
not considered to be a private domain, even if the basket is four by 
four handbreadths, because its walls are not considered partitions 
large enough to form a private domain (Kesef Mishne). Therefore, 


jn Kog% A: It is prohibited to carry 
more than four cubits within small boats whose sides are not high 
enough to create a private domain (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
366:2 and in the comment of the Rema). 


HALAKHA 


one who throws an object on Shabbat from the public domain 
into the basket atop the pole is exempt (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 14:18). 


A column that widens - anman tay: The Rambam maintains 
that a column in the public domain that is at least ten hand- 
breadths high, and is more than four handbreadths wide at the 
top and whose narrow part at the bottom is three, is considered 
a private domain. Rashi agrees (Maggid Mishne; Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 14:16). 


NOTES 

Small boats of Meishan — p21 KNK¥7B: See the 
comments of the geonim in Tosafot, cited by Rab- 
beinu Hananel, which explain that these were small 
boats whose bottoms were a lattice of beams. The 
Gemara discusses whether or not the legal status 
of the bottom of the boat is that of a partition. The 
Rashba comments that, despite the fact that this 
explanation is simpler than Rashi's in several respects, 
difficulty still lies in explaining the following state- 
ment in the Gemara: The boat does not reach four 
handbreadths less than three handbreadths from the 
bottom of the boat. According to the explanation of 
he geonim, this statement means that one of the 
beams must be four handbreadths wide. If the beams 
are less than three handbreadths apart, they should 
be considered joined [/avud], and the bottom of the 
boat should be considered to be a surface with no 
holes. Why, then, does the beam need to be four 
handbreadths wide? 


Passage of goats and fish - 0371 013 nupa: The 
difference between the passage of goats, which 
renders a partition invalid, and the passage of fish, 
which does not, stems from the understanding of the 
significance of the passage of goats. In many areas of 
halakha, insubstantial partitions are considered parti- 
tions. However, the passage of goats makes these 
intangible halakhic partitions look absurd, rendering 
them invalid. However, the passage of fish throug 
a halakhic partition does not invalidate the partition 
because that passage is not visible to onlookers. 


BACKGROUND 
Small boats of Meishan — paT xMx¥7a: Apparently, 
the boats of Meishan, according to Rashi’s interpreta- 
tion, were similar to a Roman boat that is narrow at 
the bottom and becomes gradually wider towards 
the top. 


Relief of a small Roman boat from Trajan’s Column, from the mishnaic 
period 


Xp JIN” PID: PEREK XI:101A QQ 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Perek XI 
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HALAKHA 
Hanging partition - mba mgwa: A hanging parti- 
tion is considered to be a partition that descends 
to the ground only when it is over water. This is be- 
cause the prohibition of carrying in water is only 
by rabbinic law (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 15:13). 


A partition that is established on Shabbat — n¥'rm 
nawa mvy3w: The legal status of a partition that was 
established on Shabbat is that of a full- -fledged parti- 
tion for all Torah laws. If one established a partition 
intentionally, the Sages decreed that it is only con- 
sidered a partition for stringency. One who throws 
an object from the public domain into the area sur- 
rounded by that partition is liable. However, with re- 
gard to leniency, it is not considered a partition. One 
may not carry an object in a domain surrounded by 
that partition. However, if a partition stood before 
Shabbat, then collapsed, and was erected again on 
Shabbat it is considered a valid partition, even if 
it was reconstructed intentionally (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 16:22; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 362:3). 


BACKGROUND 
A small boat between two boats - paw mwa 
nip: These small boats or rafts were used to trans- 
fer goods and people from one boat to another, or 
from the boat to the shore. 


Roman relief featuring a small raft adjacent to a boat 
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in water. It is a leniency the Sages instituted in water but not in 
other circumstances. And why were they lenient with regard to a 
hanging partition" in water? Isn’t there the passage of fish? Rather, 
learn from this that the passage of fish is not considered passage. 


We learned in the mishna: If boats are tied together, one may carry 
an object from one to the other on Shabbat. The Gemara asks: That 
is obvious, since these boats are like a single domain. Rava said: 
This mishna was necessary only to permit carrying from one boat 
to another via a small boat that is between them.’ 


Rav Safra said to him: You, who are as great in this generation as 

Moses, did you speak well?" We learned in the mishna that one 

may carry only from one to the other, not via a small boat. Rather, 
Rav Safra said: The mishna was only necessary to obligate one to 

place an eiruv, a joining of courtyards," between the two boats. Since 

the boats belong to different people, they must be joined to form a 

single domain in order to permit carrying from one to the other, as 

it was taught in a baraita: With regard to boats tied to one another, 
one places an eiruv and carries from one to the other. If the ties 

between them were severed, the people on the boats are prohib- 
ited to carry from one to the other. If they were then retied, wheth- 
er unwittingly, i.e., the one who retied them forgot that it was Shab- 
bat, whether intentionally, whether due to circumstances beyond 

one’s control, whether mistakenly, the boats are restored to their 
original permitted status. 


And similarly, in the case of mats that are unfurled to create a 
partition between two people and the public domain, one places 
an eiruv and carries from one to the other. If the mats were furled, 
the people on the boats are prohibited to carry from one to the 
other. If the mats were then unfurled again, whether unwittingly, 
whether intentionally, whether due to circumstances beyond 
one’s control, whether mistakenly, they are restored to their orig- 
inal permitted status. That is because any partition that is estab- 
lished on Shabbat," whether unwittingly, whether intentionally, 
is considered a partition. 


The Gemara asks: Is that so? Didn’t Rav Nahman say: They only 
taught the principle that a partition established on Shabbat is con- 
sidered a partition with regard to throwing. In that case, a partition 
creates a domain unto itself, and one who throws an object into it 
from another domain is liable. However, with regard to carrying" 
within that domain, it is certainly prohibited. The Gemara answers: 
When that statement of Rav Nahman was stated, it was stated with 
regard to an act performed intentionally. One who intentionally 
establishes a partition is penalized and is not permitted to benefit 
from it. In principle, though, that partition is considered a full- 
fledged partition. 


NOTES 


Moses, did you speak well — ayagp vaw wia: This expression 
appears several times in the Talmud. Rashi sometimes explains it 
as a reference to a prominent leader of the generation or a Torah 
scholar. Other times, he explains it as an exclamation by which one 
takes an oath in the name of Moses. Some explain that here the 
phrase is not an expression of wonder, but rather an expression of 
support meaning that Rav Safra agreed with Rava's basic halakha. 
Yet he still commented that an analysis of the language of the 
mishna indicates otherwise (Meiri). 


The mishna was only necessary to obligate one to place an 
eiruv — ay) xb TD xb: See Tosafot for a discussion of the 
novelty inherent in establishing a joining of courtyards between 
boats owned by two people. Some explained the novel element as 


follows: Although one may not establish a joining of courtyards in 
two adjacent courtyards separated by a partition ten handbreadths 
high with no opening, one may place an eiruv between two boats, 
even if their partitions are ten handbreadths high (Ra’avad). 


To throwing. ..to carrying —bobvb...pind: The difference between 
throwing and carrying lies in the difference between partitions 
valid by Torah law and those valid by rabbinic law. Rabbi Nahman 
agrees that, by Torah law, the sole determinants of the nature of 
a domain are the partitions. All Torah prohibitions apply to areas 
surrounded by these partitions, and liability for karet is determined 
by the partitions. Nevertheless, the Sages have the authority to 
prohibit carrying within a private domain as a decree or as a penalty. 
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Shmuel said: The halakha that one may carry from one ship to 
another if they are tied together applies even if they were tied with 
a string used to close the neckline of a cloak.’ The Gemara asks: 
What are the circumstances? If the string is capable of holding 
the ships together, it is obvious that carrying between the ships 
is permitted as they are tied together. However, if the string is 
incapable of holding them, why is it permitted? 


The Gemara explains: Actually, it refers to a string that can hold 
them, and Shmuel said this to exclude this case from his own 
statement. As we learned in a mishna: If one tied a ship with an 
item capable of holding it" and the end of that item was in a tent 
with a corpse, it transmits impurity to the ship. And if one tied 
it with something that is incapable of holding it, it does not 
transmit impurity to the ship. And Shmuel said: When the 
mishna refers to an item capable of holding it, it is referring to a 
case where it is tied with an iron chain." 


It was necessary for Shmuel to establish that although with regard 

to ritual impurity the halakha applies only to an iron chain, with 

regard to Shabbat the halakha applies to any item capable of hold- 
ing the ships together. The reason that the halakha is different with 

regard to impurity is as it is written: “And whoever touches in 

the open field one slain by sword, or one who dies by himself, or 
a bone ofa man, or a grave, shall be unclean seven days” (Numbers 

19:16). The Sages derived from the phrase: One slain by sword that 

a sword is like one slain, i.e., a corpse. A metal instrument that 

comes into contact with a corpse assumes the same level of ritual 

impurity as the corpse itself, the ultimate primary source of ritual 

impurity. Therefore, it is only an iron chain in a tent with a corpse 

in it that can render a boat tied to the other end a primary source 

of ritual impurity. A string made of other materials cannot. How- 
ever, with regard to Shabbat, since it is capable ofholding it and 

itis a mere distinctive sign that is necessary, even the string of a 

cloak is sufficient. 


MI S HN A One who unwittingly throws an object 


from one domain to another or one who 

throws an object four cubits within the public domain, and after 
the object left his hand he remembered that he is in violation of 
a prohibition, if another caught it, or if a dog caught it, or if it 

was burned, he is exempt. Similarly, if one threw a rock on Shab- 
bat to inflict a wound on a person or on an animal, for which 

one is liable to bring a sin-offering, and he remembered that he 

was in violation ofa prohibition before the wound was inflicted, 
he is exempt. This is the principle: All who are liable to bring 
sin-offerings are only liable" if the beginning of their action and 

the conclusion of their action are unwitting. However, if the 

beginning of one’s action was unwitting and the conclusion was 

intentional, as he became aware that he was in violation of a 

prohibition, or if the beginning of one’s action was intentional 

and the conclusion was unwitting, the individuals in both of 
these cases are exempt until both the beginning and the conclu- 
sion are unwitting. 


BACKGROUND 
String of a cloak - awn pin: 


Greek attire with a thin sash resembling the string referred to in the Gemara 


HALAKHA 
Tied with an item capable of holding it - 1212 a wp 
Aaya: If one tied a boat with an object capable of holding 
it in place, the boat transmits impurity like a tent over a corpse 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 13:6). 


NOTES 


Tied with an iron chain - bya nwwa MW PW: See Tosafot, 
who have a variant reading ‘of the Gemara and therefore a 
different explanation of it. There is yet another explanation of 
he Gemara that differs slightly from Rashi’s explanation, yet is 
based on his version of the text. According to this explanation, 
he boat serves as a tent over a corpse, and it is also is a tent 
over the chain. The tent assumes the impurity of the corpse, 
he ultimate source of ritual impurity. If the chain is not tied 
o the boat, the halakha is like that of a non-stationary tent, 
i.e., a sailing boat or a flying bird, and the boat does not have 
he legal status of a tent over a corpse. Therefore, the Gemara 
emphasizes that the boat is considered a stationary tent and 
ransmits ritual impurity only if the chain is tied to it (Rabbeinu 
Tam; Ramban). 


HALAKHA 


All who are liable to bring sin-offerings are only liable, etc. - 
napaan wy nixen aM dy: A person is only liable to bring a 
sin-offering for an unwitting transgression if the act was unwit- 
ting from beginning to end. If at any point while performing 
the transgression he acted intentionally, he is exempt from 
bringing a sin-offering (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shab- 
bat 119 and Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 2:1). 
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NOTES 

Wasn't this principle that was taught, taught 
with regard to throwing — 2n?7 Sosa mxm 
TNN: Clearly, the phrase in the mishna: This is 
the principle, comes to explain the beginning of 
the mishna. The mishna can only be explained 
in a manner that connects between its various 
parts (Tosefot Rid). 


The mishna is incomplete, etc. - XIN 'jon 
"131: Even though Rava's statement explained the 
mishna well, Rav Ashi held that it is wrong to 
divide the mishna into two separate topics. Ac- 
cording to Rava’s explanation, the first part of the 
mishna deals with one halakha and the end deals 
with another halakha. Rav Ashi introduces a ha- 
lakha to tie the other two parts together. 
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G E M A We learned in the mishna that if one throws an 

object unwittingly and then remembers that he 
was in violation ofa prohibition, he is exempt if the object did not come 
to rest on the ground. The Gemara infers: If the object comes to rest, 
he is liable. The Gemara asks: Why is he liable? Didn’t he remember 
the prohibition before it landed, and we learned in the mishna: All who 
are liable to bring sin-offerings are only liable if the beginning of their 
action and the conclusion of their action will be unwitting? If one 
remembered before the act was complete, he should be exempt. Rav 
Kahana said: With regard to the latter clause of the mishna, we have 
come to a special case of a bolt and a cord. The bolt is connected to a 
cord that one holds in his hand, which renders him capable of retrieving 
the bolt before it lands. Therefore, in a case where the beginning was 
unwitting and the conclusion was intentional, one is exempt because he 
is still capable of changing the outcome of the action. However, in the 
first clause of the mishna, once the object left his hand the action is ir- 
reversible, and therefore it is an action whose beginning and conclusion 
are unwitting. 


The Gemara asks: The case of the bolt and the cord is one where one 
holds it in his hand." Therefore, no act of throwing actually took place, 
and there is no liability to bring a sin-offering. The Gemara answers: The 
case of the bolt and the cord was not stated with regard to Shabbat. 
Rather, it was stated with regard to one who intended to inflict a wound 
by throwing an object tied to a rope. The Gemara asks: This was also 
taught explicitly in the mishna: If one threw a rock on Shabbat to inflict 
a wound on a person or on an animal, and he remembered before the 
wound was inflicted, he is exempt. Rather, Rava said: This principle 
was stated with regard to a case of carrying, not throwing an object. 
Since one is holding the object the entire time while violating the pro- 
hibition, and is capable of letting it go at any time, this is a case whose 
beginning and conclusion are intentional. 


The Gemara asks: Wasn’t this principle that was taught, taught with 
regard to throwing" because that is the topic of the mishna? Rather, 
Rava said: Two separate matters were taught in the mishna. The first 
case is: One who unwittingly throws an object, and after the object left 
his hand he remembered that he was in violation of a prohibition. Al- 
ternatively, another case where one is exempt is: A case where one did 
not remember and another caught it, or a dog caught it, or if it was 
burned, he is exempt. 


Rav Ashi said: The mishna is incomplete," and it teaches the follow- 
ing: One who throws a rock and remembers the violation after it left 

his hand, if another caught it, or if a dog caught it, or if it was burned, 
he is exempt. By inference, if the object comes to rest, he is liable. Rav 
Ashi adds: In what case are these matters stated? In a case where one 

then forgot again before the object came to rest. However, if one did 

not then forget again, he is exempt because all who are liable to bring 

sin-offerings are liable only if the beginning of their action and the 

conclusion of their action are unwitting. 


We learned in the mishna that this is the principle: All who are liable 
to bring sin-offerings are only liable if the beginning of their action and 
the conclusion of their action are unwitting. It was stated that amora’im 
disputed this point. With regard to a case where one carried an object 
in the public domain two cubits unwittingly, and then became aware 
and carried it two more cubits intentionally, and then carried it two 
additional cubits unwittingly," and then placed the object, can this be 
characterized as a case in which the beginning of the action and the 
conclusion of the action are unwitting? 


HALAKHA 


The bolt and the cord...one holds it in his hand - xa) 
XIT fa ITN KI: One who throws an object on Shabbat 
from one domain to the other while keeping the object tied to 
a cord in his hand is exempt. Since he is able to pull back the 
object, is it never considered fully placed, and the act of car- 
rying out is incomplete (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 


Shabbat13:14). 


Unwittingly, intentionally, and unwittingly — aaivy 7113 aiw: If 
one carries an object in his hand two cubits in the public domain 
unwittingly, and then two cubits intentionally, and then another 
two unwittingly, he is exempt because there is awareness for half a 
measure. If he threw the object he is liable because once he threw 
it he no longer had control over the object (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Shegagot 6:8). 


T OX KITO WK 731 
bons im og 08:9 713) 
yy a TDD PX” TET 
- PY WR KP DT NIT ONT 
—minat kot bax 1a xp awa 


x 


KOK MIT ani - PIIN PKAN 
vayna 


pay sox) sem ae KI 
Payne yn mye we" NT 
PTNT bay IPIT- ONT 
- wayna x PKAN xd - VI 

pia xo sag 


a537 993 ANN pit 731 WX 
OF PNT - wads 93 iK 
ix aban abp ix NX moby 
Man Kha ONT bs Ma Wwaw 

IBA NPT - NI] 


D PS AS MAN IDA N NY 
som nme Toran Date WNI 
Any DURI NINN YIN PY 
yo ania Km son bow xoy 

Dya Oba perpa 


TPI DN JN IN PRA 27 
nay.» - [yaa] isim naw 
PX NI PKAN DWI yo tyre i 
NPT Ia NY 1733 gyin TYT 
mh Kwn ingoma - Pan 
- PDA NPT YD #9 NTT DIP 

Dipp m? Nw inawa 


pma hy pan 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Rabba said: One is exempt. Rava said: One is liable. The Gemara clarifies 
the two positions. Rabba said: One is exempt. This is the halakha even 
according to Rabban Gamliel, who said: There is no awareness for half 
a measure, and therefore he is liable. Since one is not liable to bring a sac- 
rifice for a half-measure, the fact that he became aware between consump- 
tion ofthe two halves ofan olive-bulk is of no significance. One’s awareness 
does not demarcate between the two half-measures of two cubits with re- 
gard to liability to bring a sin-offering. He only said so there, when the 
measure that determines liability was completed, it was completed unwit- 
tingly. However, here, when the measure is completed, it is completed 
intentionally. In that case, he would say no, he is not liable. The measure 
that determines liability for carrying in the public domain on Shabbat is 
four cubits. When the object reached four cubits, he was carrying the object 
intentionally. 


The Gemara explains: And in what case was this stated? If it was stated with 
regard to a case of throwing, the entire act was unwitting because when 
he became aware, there was nothing he could do to prevent the object from 
landing. Rather, it must have been with regard to a case of carrying. 


Rava said: One is liable. Even according to the Rabbis, who said: There 
is awareness for half a measure, and therefore he is exempt, they only said 
so there, where it is still in his control to complete or terminate the action. 
But here, where it is not in his control to affect the outcome, they would 
not say so and would deem him liable. And in what case was this stated? If 
it was stated with regard to a case of carrying, the outcome is still in his 
control. Rather, it must have been with regard to a case of throwing. Ap- 
parently, Rabba and Rava do not disagree. They are discussing separate 
cases. 


Rabba said: If one unwittingly threw an object from one domain to an- 
other unwittingly threw an object or four cubits in a public domain on 
Shabbat, and it came to rest in the mouth ofa dog™ or in a furnace, he is 
liable. The Gemara asks: Didn’t we learn in the mishna: If another caught 
it, or if a dog caught it, or if it was burned, he is exempt? The Gemara 
answers: There, the case of the mishna where one is exempt, one did not 
intend to throw it into the dog’s mouth. A dog came and snatched the object, 
preventing it from landing at its intended destination. Since the intention 
of the thrower was not realized, he is exempt. However, here, where Rabba 
said that the thrower is liable, he intended to throw the object into the dog’s 
mouth. He is liable because his intention was realized. 


Rav Beivai bar Abaye said: We also learned support for that distinction in 
a mishna: There is a person who performs a single act of eating an olive- 
bulk of food, and he is liable to bring four sin-offerings and one guilt- 
offering." How so? This halakha applies to one who is ritually impure who 
ate forbidden fat that was notar from a consecrated offering, i.e., it re- 
mained after the time when it may have been eaten expired, and this hap- 
pened on Yom Kippur. The person who did this is liable to bring one sin- 
offering for eating consecrated food while impure, one for eating forbidden 
fat, one for eating notar, and one for eating on Yom Kippur. He is also liable 
to bring a guilt-offering for misuse of consecrated items. 


Rabbi Meir says: There is one more sin-offering for which he may be liable. 
In addition, if it was Shabbat and he carried this olive-bulk of food from 
one domain to another in his mouth, he is liable for carrying out on Shab- 
bat. The Rabbis said to Rabbi Meir: Liability for the sin-offering that you 
added is not incurred from violation of the same type of prohibition. He 
is liable for carrying out the food, not for eating it. However, fundamen- 
tally, the Rabbis agree that one would be liable for carrying out in that case. 
The Gemara asks: And why would one be liable? That carrying, which was 
done in one’s mouth, is not the typical manner of carrying out. Rather, it 
must be that since he intended to carry out the object in that manner, his 
thought renders his mouth a suitable place for placement of an object. Here, 
too, since he intends to throw the object into the dog’s mouth, his thought 
renders the dog’s mouth a suitable place for placement of an object, and he 
is liable for throwing it there. 


NOTES 


If one threw an object and it came to rest in 
the mouth of a dog - 2337 992 INN PR: Some 
explain the following: fone throws an object toa 
place that is less than four by four handbreadths, 
the place is only considered significant if the 
thrower intended to throw the object there for a 
specific purpose, e.g. for it to be eaten by the dog 
or burned in the furnace. Intent to throw an ob- 
ject to a specific place, without a specific purpose, 
is not enough to establish a place as significant 
(Tosefot Rid). 


Several liabilities for a single transgression — 
nx may by D2 maa: The basic premise that 
an individual could be liable for violating several 
prohibitions for a single act is not obvious. The 
tannaiim in tractate Yevamot and elsewhere dis- 
agree about the circumstances needed for two 
prohibitions to be violated in a single action. 
Although most authorities maintain that one 
violates two prohibitions when they take effect 
simultaneously, several authorities disagree. 


HALAKHA 


If one threw an object and it came to rest in 
the mouth of a dog - saben 93 INN pY: If one 
throws an object from one domain to ‘another and 
another person or a dog or catches the object be- 
fore it lands, he is exempt because the object did 
not land as he intended. However, if that was his 
intention when he threw it, he is liable (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 13:13). 


Liability to bring several sin-offerings - 7123 2m 
nixyn: One who violated several prohibitions in 
a single action during a single lapse of awareness 
is liable to bring a sin-offering for each transgres- 
sion. For example, if an impure person ate forbid- 
den fat on Yom Kippur that was both notar and 
consecrated, he is be liable for each transgression 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 6:4). 
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The main question addressed by the Sages in this chapter was: What is the relation- 
ship between the text of the Written Torah and the specific laws of carrying out? This 

question was answered definitively: An explicit Torah source could not be found for 
the details of the laws that comprise accepted halakhic practice; nor was it possible to 

directly infer these details from a biblical verse. In actuality, all of the fundamentals of 
the Shabbat prohibitions were transmitted orally to Moses from Sinai. Notwithstand- 
ing this conclusion, the manner in which the Tabernacle activities were performed 

serves as a model for the laws of Shabbat prohibitions. All of the detailed laws of 
the labor categories on Shabbat, particularly those of carrying out, are specified and 

assessed against this standard. 


In this chapter, the particular laws of throwing and extending were clarified, and other 
aspects of the prohibition of carrying out were summarized. Biblical prohibitions 
such as transporting from the public domain to the private domain were discussed, 
as were particular laws instituted by the Sages as safeguards. These safeguards include 
the laws of the intermediate domain known as karmelit, carrying through a puddle of 
water, and the laws pertaining to water in a boat and between boats. These prohibi- 
tions do not appear in the Written Torah; rather, they were instituted by the Sages, 
who assigned them parameters corresponding to those of the biblical prohibitions. 


This chapter also discussed the significance of a person’s intent at the time he begins 
performing a labor. This determines whether one would be liable for the acts of car- 
rying out or throwing. The question was also raised whether one’s intention can be 
revoked once an activity has been initiated and is in progress. 
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Six days shall you labor, but on the seventh day you shall rest; in plowing 
and in harvest shall you rest. 


(Exodus 34:21) 


This chapter is the first in this tractate to discuss in detail and clarify several of the 
thirty-nine categories of labor prohibited on Shabbat. It concentrates on three 
categories of labor: Building, plowing, and writing. The categories of building and 
plowing were partially addressed in Chapter Seven. Our chapter mainly discusses 
two questions concerning these categories of labor. 


First, what are some of the common subcategories [toladot] of these primary 
categories [avot], i.e., what are some specific activities included within the compre- 
hensive definitions of the primary categories building and plowing? The definitions 
of these primary categories can be formulated in various ways, narrowly and precisely, 
or much more generally. They are comprised of many details, and the kinds of ac- 
tivities included within the parameters of each primary category must be clarified. 


The second question in the chapter is how should the minimum measures that de- 
termine liability to bring this sin-offering, as defined by the Torah, be ascertained? 


With regard to the category of writing, there are additional problems: Is it necessary 
to specify the typical manner of writing, i.e., what form and what method constitute 
the creative act known as writing? Additionally, how do we determine the minimum 
act that can be considered writing? And, furthermore, does the definition of writ- 
ing include any symbol or design, or is it limited to the reproduction of letters of 
the alphabet or other specific figures? And are all writing materials and methods 
of writing treated equally with reference to liability for performing this category of 
labor on Shabbat? 


These are the main issues that will be clarified in this chapter. 
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MISHNA With regard to one who builds on Shabbat, 


thereby violating a prohibition in a primary cat- 
egory of prohibited labor, how much must he build to be liable to bring 
a sin-offering?" The Sages said: One who builds is liable for building 
any amount. And one who chisels, or strikes with a hammer or with 
an adze, or one who drills a hole of any size on Shabbat, is liable. This 
is the principle: Anyone who performs a prohibited labor and his 
labor endures on Shabbat’ is liable. And so too, Rabban Shimon ben 
Gamliel says: Even one who strikes an anvil with a sledgehammer 
during his labor has performed a constructive act and is liable, because 
he is as one who improves the labor that he is performing. 


G E M ARA The Gemara asks: With regard to any small 


amount of building, for what use is it suited? 
Rabbi Yirmeya said: As a poor person digs a hole in the floor of his 
house in which to hide his coins. Digging a hole in the floor ofa house 
is an act of building. The corresponding situation in the Tabernacle" 
was as those who sewed curtains in the Tabernacle dug holes in which 
to hide their needles. Abaye said: Since needles rust in the ground, 
they did not do so. The Gemara seeks a different example of small-scale 
building that is significant. Rather, an example is that a poor person 
makes legs for a small stove to place a small pot on it. The corre- 
sponding situation in the Tabernacle was with regard to those who 
cooked herbs used to dye curtains, whose dyeing process was lacking 
a small amount for completion. At that point, it was not worth the effort 
to cook a large quantity of dye, and so they would make legs for a small 
stove upon which to place a small cauldron to cook a small bit of dye 
to finish the job. 


Rav Aha bar Ya’akov said: There is no poverty in a place of wealth. In 
the Tabernacle, as in any public project, actions are not performed on 
a small scale or in parsimonious quantities; they were performed gener- 
ously. Those who cooked dyes in the Tabernacle had no use for small 
crucibles. Rather, an example of significant small-scale building is a 
homeowner who has a small hole in his house and seals it. The cor- 
responding situation in the Tabernacle was with regard to a beam that 
was set upon by a worm that bore a hole into it; one pours lead into 
the hole and seals it. 


Shmuel said: If one sets a stone in place on Shabbat, i.e., he takes a 
building stone and fixes it in place on the ground on Shabbat, he is li- 
able for performing the prohibited labor of building. The Gemara 
raises an objection to this from that which the Sages taught with regard 
to building on Shabbat. In a case where one puts down a stone and 
another one places the mortar, the one who places the mortar is li- 
able for building. Apparently, the prohibition of building is only vio- 
lated when mortar is added. Merely setting a stone in place is not 
enough to establish liability. 


The Gemara answers: And according to your line of reasoning, say the 

latter clause of that mishna" where we learn that Rabbi Yosei says: And 

even if one lifted the stone and placed it on a top row of stones 

[dimos], he is liable even without securing it with mortar. Rather, ap- 
parently, there are three different kinds of building: Bottom row, 
middle row, and upper row. The bottom row requires setting the 

stones in place and dirt to hold it in place. The middle row requires 

mortar as well. The upper row suffices with mere placement. 


How much must he build to be liable to bring a sin-offering - 
IT KPA TID TaD MT: One who builds even the smallest amount 
on Shabbat is liable (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 10:12). 


Kinds of building — 933 1371: One who sets a stone in place to 
serve as the foundation of a building is liable for striking a blow 


HALAKHA 


with a hammer to complete the production process of a vessel. 
The stones that one lays on top of the first level must be secured 
with cement in order to create a liability for building. With regard 
to the top level of stones, if a stone is merely lifted up and placed 
into the cement, the builder is also liable (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 10:12, 18). 


NOTES 


Anyone who performs a labor and his labor 
endures on Shabbat - inaxdni maxa nwiyg 
nawa mapya: According to Rashi, the statement: 
Anyone who ‘performs a prohibited labor and his la- 
bor endures on Shabbat, means that one performed 
an act on Shabbat that has a lasting effect. Other 
commentaries assert that the statement was made 
with regard to a person who performs a prohibited 
labor, the results of which remain in place through- 
out the Shabbat without any subsequent perfor- 
mance of the act (Mayim Hayyim). 


The corresponding situation in the Tabernacle — 
12W23 maT: In the Jerusalem Talmud a different 
approach to this issue is taken. There, the Gemara 
attempts to find the source for the primary category 
of building in the Tabernacle, rather than define the 
measure that determines liability for building. This is 
based on the fact that all of the measures are learned 
hrough tradition. According to what is stated in the 
erusalem Talmud, the building activity in the Tab- 
ernacle was the establishment of the beams. The 
problem is that the construction was temporary, 
which means it is less than ideal as the source for 
he primary category of labor. It is possible that this 
is the reason that in the Babylonian Talmud the Tab- 
ernacle’s construction is not cited as the source for 
he primary category of building. 


And according to your line of reasoning, say the 
latter clause of that mishna — X5°D KWY payer: 

This is not particularly difficult, as “the Gemara could 
have simply said that Shmuel holds in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei. Due to this prob- 
lem, Tosafot emended the text. Some commentaries 
explain the Gemara as follows: According to your 
opinion that all types of building are the same, how 
can Rabbi Yosei say that merely placing a stone con- 
stitutes building? Rather, you must say that not all 

types of building are equal, and it depends on the 
position of the stone in the building (Rambam). 


LANGUAGE 


Top row of stones [dimos] - iat: From the Greek 
Sópoç, domos, meaning, among other things, a row 
or a stack of stones in a building. 
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We learned in the mishna: One who chisels" any amount is liable. The 

Gemara asks: With regard to one who chisels, for which primary cat- 
egory of prohibited labor is he liable? Rav said: He is liable due to the 

prohibited labor of building. And Shmuel said: He is liable due to the 

prohibited labor of striking a blow with a hammer to complete the 

production process of a vessel. They similarly disagreed with regard to 

one who makes a hole in a chicken coop." Rav said: He is liable due 

to the prohibited labor of building. And Shmuel said: He is liable due 

to the prohibited labor of striking a blow with a hammer. And simi- 
larly, with regard to one who inserts a pin into the handle of a hoe"" 

in order to secure the handle, Rav said: He is liable due to the prohib- 
ited labor of building. And Shmuel said: He is liable due to the pro- 
hibited labor of striking a blow with a hammer. 


The Gemara comments: It is necessary for the Gemara to teach us that 
Rav and Shmuel disagreed in each of these cases because one could not 
be inferred from the other. As, had the Gemara told us only the first 
case of chiseling, I would have said that it is specifically in that case that 
Rav said one is liable for building because it is a typical manner of 
building; however, with regard to one who makes a hole ina chicken 
coop, which is not a typical manner of building, say that Rav agrees 
with Shmuel that this is not subsumed under the rubric of the prohib- 
ited labor of building. And had the Gemara told us only about this case 
of making a hole in a chicken coop, I would have said that it is specifi- 
cally in that case that Rav said one is liable for building, because it is 
similar to building, as people do so for ventilation in a chicken coop, 
just as they place windows in buildings. 


However, inserting a pin into the handle of a hoe, which is not a 
typical manner of building, say that Rav agrees with Shmuel that it is 
not subsumed under the rubric of the prohibited labor of building. 
Conversely, had the Gemara told us only about this case of inserting a 
pin into the handle of a hoe, I would have said that it is only in that case 
that Shmuel said that the action is not subsumed under the rubric of 
the prohibited labor of building; however, with regard to these other 
two cases of chiseling and making a hole in the coop, say that Shmuel 
agrees with Rav that they are subsumed under the rubric of the pro- 
hibited labor of building. Therefore, it was necessary to cite all three 
disputes. 


Rav Natan bar Oshaya raised a dilemma before Rabbi Yohanan: With 

regard to one who chisels, for which primary category of prohibited 

labor is he liable? He indicated with his hand that he is liable for strik- 
ing a blow with a hammer. The Gemara asks: Didn’t we learn in the 

mishna: One who chisels and one who strikes a blow with a hammer, 
indicating that they are two different prohibitions? The Gemara an- 
swers: Emend this and say: One who chisels is liable due to the prohi- 
bition of striking a blow with a hammer. 


Come and hear a proof that will resolve this dilemma from that which 
we learned: 


HALAKHA 


One who chisels — napag: One who chisels the slightest amount 
in stone is liable for striking a blow with a hammer to complete the 
production process of a vessel. This is according to Shmuel rather 
than Rav, because Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi and Rabbi Yohanan 
agreed with Shmuel (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 10:18). 


One who makes a hole in a chicken coop - bw ba ap nwiyI 
Dhian: One who makes a hole in a chicken coop on Shabbat to let 
in light or air is liable for building. This is according to Rav’s opinion, 
which is preferred over Shmuel’s opinion in matters of ritual law. 


One who inserts a pin into the handle of a hoe - buy xT 
xpDipa xaaw: The early commentaries questioned Rav'’s opin- 
ion, since the primary category of building does not apply to 
utensils. How could one who crafts a hoe be liable for building? 
Some commentaries explain that this principle means that the 


NOTES 


Even though the Rambam wrote elsewhere that in this case one is 
liable for striking a blow with a hammer, it seems he thought that 
according to Rav, one is liable in this case both for striking a ham- 
mer blow and for building (Lehem Mishne; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 10:14, 23:1). 


One who inserts a pin into the handle of a hoe - xnaw buy 
IT KPDIPA: One who inserts a pin into a utensil violates a deriva- 
tion ofthe prohibited action of building and is liable (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 10:13). 


primary category of building does not apply to reassembling 
utensils, but it does apply to fashioning a new utensil (Rashba; 
Ran). According to Rav Hai Gaon and Rabbeinu Hananel, there is 
no difficulty because Rav holds that the prohibition of building 
applies to utensils. 
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One who drills a hole of any size is liable. Granted, according to Rav, 
who said that one who makes a hole is liable due to the prohibited labor 
of building, here too, he should be liable because he appears as one 
who is making a hole for the purpose of building. However, according 
to Shmuel, drilling a hole is not a completion of the labor. The labor 
will be complete only when a stake or pin is inserted into the hole. Un- 
til he does so, he cannot be liable for completing the labor. The Ge- 
mara answers: With what we are dealing here? With a case where one 
drilled a hole with an iron nail and left it inside the surface in which 
he drilled the hole. That is considered a completion of labor because 
there is no intention to remove the nail from its hole. 


We learned in the mishna that this is the principle: Anyone who per- 
forms a prohibited labor and his labor endures on Shabbat is liable. The 
Gemara asks: What does the phrase: This is the principle, come to 
include? The Gemara explains: It comes to include a case where one 
carved out a vessel with a capacity of half a kav [kefiza] into a piece 
of wood in which it was possible to chisel a vessel with a capacity of a 
whole kav." Since this labor endures on Shabbat and it can be used, it 
is considered a complete labor and he is liable. 


We also learned in the mishna that Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: 
Even one who strikes an anvil with a sledgehammer is liable. The 
Gemara wonders: What has he done by striking the anvil that would 
render him liable? It was Rabba and Rav Yosef who both said in expla- 
nation: He is liable because he trains his hand for his work by striking 
the anvil. The sons of a man named Rahava? found this answer diff- 
cult: Ifso, one who observed a craft being performed on Shabbat and 
learned to perform that craft through observation, would he also be 
liable? Only one who performs an actual labor on Shabbat is liable. 
Rather, it was Abaye and Rava who both said in explanation: He is 
liable, as those who flatten plates of metal for the Tabernacle" do so. 
They would strike the anvil with the sledgehammer in order to straight- 
en the sledgehammer’s handle, which became crooked. That was also 
taught in a baraita. Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: Even one who 
strikes an anvil with a sledgehammer during his labor is liable, as 
those who flatten plates of metal for the Tabernacle do so. 


MISHNA One who plows is liable for plowing any 


amount" of land on Shabbat. One who weeds 
and removes grass on Shabbat, and one who removes dry branches" 
and who prunes" any amount is liable. With regard to one who gath- 
ers wood, if he did so to enhance the tree or the land, he is liable for 
any amount; if he did so for fuel, he is liable for collecting a measure 
equivalent to that which is used to cook an easily cooked egg. With 
regard to one who gathers grass, if he did so to enhance the plants or 
the land, he is liable for any amount; ifhe did so to feed an animal, he 
is liable for collecting a measure equivalent to a goat’s mouthful. 


The Gemara asks: For what use is plowing am 
GEMARA l P 


amount of land suited? The Gemara answers: 
It is suited for a single pumpkin seed. The corresponding situation in 
the Tabernacle was as it is suitable for planting a single stalk of herbs 
to make dyes. 


We also learned in the mishna: One who weeds, and one who removes 

dry branches, and who prunes any amount is liable. The Sages taught 

that in a baraita: With regard to one who severs endives that grow like 

weeds, or who prunes" reeds [zeradim];° if he did so for human con- 
sumption, he is liable in the measure of a fig-bulk; if he did so for ani- 
mal consumption, he is liable in a measure equivalent to a goat’s 

mouthful. If he did so for fuel, he is liable for severing a measure 

equivalent to that which is used to cook an easily cooked egg. Ifhe did 

so to enhance the land, he is liable for any amount. 


LANGUAGE 


Half a kav [kefiza] — x57: From the Middle Persian 
kabiz, a measurement of volume.. 


NOTES 
One carved out a vessel with a capacity of half a kav 
into a piece of wood in which it was possible to chisel 
a vessel with a capacity of a whole kav — xap pnt 
apa: Rav Hai Gaon explained that this refers to one 
who makes a mark to indicate the measure of half a kav, 
which constitutes completion of a measuring vessel. 


Those who flatten plates of metal for the Tabernacle — 
jawn DE TIN: Some commentaries explain that Abaye 
and Rava do not disagree with Rabba and Rav Yosef. 
Rather, they explain their statement. Striking an anvil 
is indeed a form of training one’s hand. Its purpose is 
not for the artisan to learn the trade but to steady his 
hand in performing the labor that he is performing 
(Rav Hai Gaon). 


One who removes dry branches — op am: Accord- 
ing to the Rambam, this refers to a person who mows 
the grass that is visible but does not uproot it. 


PERSONALITIES 
The sons of Rahava — nam 93: Rahava of Pumbed- 
ita was an important disciple of Rav Yehuda. His two 
sons, Avimi and Aifa of Haifa, were also Sages and 
were known as the sharp ones of Pumbedita [harifei 
dePumbedita] (see tractate Sanhedrin 17b). 


HALAKHA 
The amount of plowing for which one is liable - yyw 
mw: One who plows even the smallest amount on 
Shabbat i is liable (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shab- 
bat 8:1). 


One who weeds and one who removes dry branches 
and who prunes - 7am) OD IAM wa: One who 
removes weeds around the trunk of a tree or who 
uproots grass or who prunes branches on Shabbat in 
order to improve the land, violates a subcategory of the 
prohibition of plowing and is liable for any quantity of 
weeding, pruning, or removing branches (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 8:1). 


The amount for severing or pruning — win yw 
“TWA: One who uproots endives or cuts green shoots on 
Shabbat is liable. If the purpose is human consumption, 
then the legal measure for liability is the volume of a 
dried fig-bulk. If the purpose is for animal consumption, 
one is liable if the amount will fill a kid's mouth. If the 
purpose is to use the plants as fuel, one is liable if there 
is enough to cook a dried fig-bulk worth of a chicken 
egg. If his action is meant to improve the ground, the 
individual is liable for even the smallest amount (Ram- 
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 8:5). 


BACKGROUND 

Endives and reeds [zeradim] - w% owhiy: Endives 
are a type of Cichorium that has a variety of uses. Several 
types of this plant are cultivated for human consump- 
tion, and other edible items are extracted from their 
roots. Sometimes endives grow wild as weeds among 
other plants. The geonim defined zeradim as a type of 
edible reed that is planted for eating. When these plants 
harden they are used for kindling. 
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HALAKHA 


One who writes - amia: One who writes two letters 
on Shabbat is liable whether they are two different 
letters, or the same letter written twice intentionally, 
or two letters written in any language or script, or 
written in two different types of ink or paint (Ram- 
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 11:9—10). 


Marking - awin: One who creates two marks, shapes 
or signs on Shabbat is liable for writing even if the 
characters are not letters, as stated by Rabbi Yosei 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 11:17). 


Writing in an atypical manner - 73713 sow 7P: 
One who writes a prohibited legal measure on Shab- 
bat by holding the writing instrument in his mouth, 
in his left hand, or in any other unusual manner, is 
not liable. A left-handed person is liable for writing 
with his left hand, but is not liable if he writes with 
his right hand. One who is ambidextrous is liable for 
writing with either hand (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 11:14). 


They taught this with regard to swampland — 
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The Gemara asks: Aren’t all these done to enhance the land? Each stalk 
that a person uproots enhances the land. It was Rabba and Rav Yosef 
who both said in explanation: They taught this baraita with regard to 
swampland," where grass is not uprooted to enhance the land. Abaye 
said: Even if you say that the baraita is referring to a field that is not a 
swampland, it can be referring to a case where one did not intend to 
enhance the land. The Gemara asks: However, is it not Abaye and Rava 
who both say that Rabbi Shimon, who holds that one is liable only for 
performing an intentional action, concedes that one is liable in a case of 
cut off its head, will it not die? In any case where the outcome is inevi- 
table, as in this case where the land will be enhanced, one’s lack of inten- 
tion does not exempt him. The Gemara answers: Abaye’s statement was 
only necessary in a case where one did so on another’s land." Since he 
did not intend for that outcome to eventuate and he derives no benefit 


from enhancing the land, he is not liable in that case. 
MI S H N One who writes” two letters on Shabbat, wheth- 
er he did so with his right hand or his left, wheth- 
er they were the same letter or two different letters, whether he did so 
using two different types of ink," in any language, he is liable. Rabbi 
Yosei said: One is deemed liable for writing two letters only due to 
marking," as they would write symbols on adjacent beams of the Tab- 
ernacle to know which beam was another beam’s counterpart. Rabbi 
Yehuda said: We found that one is liable for writing even if he did not 
complete what he was writing, so that he wrote a small name that consti- 
tuted part of a longer name, e.g., Shem [shin mem] from the name Shi- 
mon or from Shmuel; Noah [nun het] from Nahor; Dan [dalet nun] 


from Daniel; Gad [gimmel dalet ] from Gaddiel. In all of these cases, the 
first two letters of the longer name constitute the shorter name. 


G E M ARA The Gemara questions the beginning of the mish- 


na: Granted, for writing with the right hand let 
one be liable, as that is the typical manner of writing. However, for 
writing with the left hand, why is one liable? That is not the typical man- 
ner of writing." Rabbi Yirmeya said: When the mishna taught that one 
who writes with his left hand is liable, they taught it with regard to one 
who is left-handed. The Gemara asks: And if so, let his left hand have the 
same legal status as everyone’s right hand; for writing with his left hand, 
let him be liable, for writing with his right hand, let him not be liable. 
Rather, Abaye said: This mishna refers to an ambidextrous person, who 
is liable for writing with either hand. 


Rav Ya’akov, son of the daughter of Ya'akov," said: In accordance with 
whose opinion is this mishna? It is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yosei, who said: One is deemed liable for writing two letters only 
due to marking. As such, one is liable for writing a letter even ifhe writes 
it imprecisely with his left hand. The Gemara asks: From the fact that the 
latter clause of the mishna is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yosei, the first clause of the mishna is not in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yosei. The Gemara answers: That is not necessarily the case. The 
entire mishna is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei," and the 
attribution of his second statement was for emphasis alone. 


NOTES 


initio. If one is indifferent to that consequence, he is not liable, 


explains that this Sage’s father was an unworthy per- 


question was raised in Tosafot: Doesn't the same difficulty arise 
with regard to the mishna? Some explained: Since the mishna 
established that a person is liable for any amount of improve- 
ment, the measurements come to add liability for additional 
primary categories of labor, if he intended to perform the action 
for other purposes. 


Where one did so on another's land — A ANT KYNI PIY: 
One of the commentaries summarized the opinions of several 
of the authorities with regard to inevitable consequences of un- 
intentional actions. If the inevitable consequence is detrimental 
to the individual, Rabbi Shimon permits its performance ab 
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while he would be liable if the consequence is beneficial. 


Whether using two different types of ink - ninap ‘mw pa: 

Rav Hai Gaon and the Rambam interpret this to mean two 
symbols that are not actual letters. Apparently, they accept the 
approach in the Jerusalem Talmud, which rules that it is pro- 
hibited because this halakha is in accordance with the opinion 

of Rabbi Yosei. In the Jerusalem Talmud, Rabbi Yosei holds that 
one is liable for writing the same letter in two languages, e.g., 
a Hebrew alefand a Greek alpha. 


Son of the daughter of Ya'akov — apy nat mya: Rashi 


son. Therefore, he was referred to by his mother’s worthy 
lineage. 


The entire mishna is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yosei — x7 »DY 939 aaa: Rashi explains that the 
tanna initially forgot who stated this halakha and when 
he remembered, he mentioned his name. Others explain 
that the tanna sought to cite Rabbi Yosei’s statement unat- 
tributed, to indicate that the halakha is in accordance with 
his opinion. He then revealed the source of the halakha 
(Hokhmat Manoah). 
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We learned in the mishna that Rabbi Yehuda said: We found that one 

is liable for writing even if he did not complete what he was writing, so 

that he wrote a small name that constituted part of a longer name. The 

Gemara asks: Rather, is that to say that according to Rabbi Yehuda, it 
is one who writes two letters that are two different types of letters who 

is liable; however, one who writes two letters that are one type of let- 
ter is not liable? 


Wasn't it taught in a baraita that it is written: “When a leader sinned, 
and he unwittingly performed one of any of the commandments which 
the Lord his God commanded not to do, and is guilty” (Leviticus 4:22)? 
The Sages taught: I might have thought that one is not guilty until he 
performs a complete labor, e.g., until he writes the entire name that he 
intended to write, or until he weaves the entire garment, or until he 
crafts the entire sieve" made from the reeds of the warp and the woof; 
therefore, the verse states: “A soul who sins unintentionally in any of 
the Lord’s commandments which one shall not perform, and did an 
action from one of these” (Leviticus 4:2). 


The emphasis on the phrase “from one” teaches that in order for one to 
be liable, it is sufficient that he perform only part of the prohibited labor. 
However, if that is derived from the use of the phrase “from one,” I 
might have thought that one is liable even if he wrote only a single 
letter, or even if he wove only a single thread, or even if he crafted 
only a single eye of the sieve, i.e., arranging the reeds to create a warp, 
and then interweaving a single reed as a woof; 


therefore, the verse states “one,” which means one complete labor. How 
can the two phrases be reconciled? Rather it must be explained that one 
is liable only ifhe writes a small name that constitutes part ofa longer 
name, e.g., Shem from the name Shimon or from Shmuel, Noah from 
Nahor, Dan from Daniel, Gad from Gaddiel. Rabbi Yehuda says: One 
is liable even if he wrote only two letters that are one type of letter, 
e.g., shesh [shin shin], tet [tav tav], rar [reish reish], gag [gimmel gim- 
mel], hah [het het]. 


Rabbi Yosei said: And is one liable due to the labor of writing? Isn’t 
one liable only due to the prohibition of marking," as they would 
write symbols on adjacent beams of the Tabernacle to know which 
beam was another beam’s counterpart? Therefore, one who made a 
single scratch on two boards, or two scratches on a single board, is 


liable. 


Rabbi Shimon says: ‘The verse states, “When a leader sinned, and he 
unwittingly performed one of any of the commandments which the 
Lord his God commanded not to do, andis guilty” (Leviticus 4:22), and 
from the word one, I might have thought that one is not guilty until he 
performs a complete labor, e.g., until he writes the entire name that he 
intended to write, or until he weaves the entire garment, or until he 
crafts the entire sieve made from the reeds of the warp and the woof; 
therefore, the verse states “from one.’ However, if that is derived from 
the use of the phrase “from one,” I might have thought that one is liable 
even if he wrote only a single letter, or even if he wove only a single 
thread, or even if he crafted only a single eye of the sieve. Therefore, 
the verse states “one.” But how can we reconcile the two phrases? One 
is only liable for performing a labor that is of the type that endures. 
In that case it is considered a complete labor. 


Rabbi Yosei says that the verse states: “And did an action from one of 
these” (Leviticus 4:2). This unusual expression indicates repetition: 
And he performed one, and he performed these. From here it is de- 
rived that at times one is liable to bring one sin-offering for them all, 
and at times one is liable to bring several offerings, one for each and 
every one. 


olisher 


HALAKHA 


The amount of a labor that needs to be 
performed — niox yw: If one intends 
to perform a prohibited labor on Shabbat 
and does the legal measure for which one 
is liable, he is in fact liable even if he did not 
complete the prohibited labor he set out to 
perform (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 1:14). 


NOTES 

Due the prohibition of marking - awn 
Dwin: In the Jerusalem Talmud there is an 
expansion of this topic explaining that these 
marks were made to indicate the designated 
place of each beam in the Tabernacle. Even 
hough all the beams were of equal size, it 
was not appropriate to align them randomly. 
t is also explained there that according to 
Rabbi Yosei they would draw diagonal lines 
on the two beams, which were aligned when 
he beams were placed together. According 
o the Rambam, the halakhic difference be- 
ween writing and marking is that Rabbi Yo- 
sei enumerates marking as an independent 
primary category of labor, and says that one 
who makes two marks is liable for violating a 
primary category of labor. Others explain that 
if the prohibition itself is marking, then one 
would be liable even when no actual letters 
are written (Meiri). 
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HALAKHA 


Even if he wrote only two letters - x box 
npnix ka Koy ana: One who writes two 
letters on Shabbat is liable, even if they are 
identical letters. However, if one wrote two 
letters that cannot be combined to form an 
actual word then he is not liable, as stated by 
Rabbi Yehuda (Maggid Mishne; Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 11:10). 


One who tans - Tayang: One who tans 
enough leather on Shabbat to fashion an 
amulet is liable. The Gemara states that one 
is liable for tanning any quantity in order to 
express the fact that Rabbi Shimon's opinion 
should not be followed (Tosafot; Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 11:5). 


One who draws any size form on a vessel — 
xin bs mps pa awit: One who forms any 
figure, even a partial one, on a vessel is liable 
for the primary category of labor of striking 
a blow with a hammer to complete the pro- 
duction process of a vessel (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 10:16). 


Subcategories — nitin: One who performs 
an action that is a subcategory of a primary 
category is liable just as if he had violated the 
primary category of labor (Rambam Sefer Ze- 
manim, Hilkhot Shabbat 7:7). 


NOTES 


It appears in standard amulets — myI 
niva: The geonim explain that various let- 
ters that come in pairs appear in the Act of the 
Divine Chariot, among them the double alef. 


LANGUAGE 


Amulets [gelatorei] - wha: The origin and 
meaning of this word are unclear and are de- 
bated by the commentaries. Some authorities 
indicate that its origin is the Latin glossarium, 
meaning a dictionary or a collection of difficult 
words, from the Greek yA@ooa, glossa, mean- 
ing tongue. Other linguists state that it comes 
from the Latin caelatura, meaning a carving or 
engraving. Still other commentaries assert that 
it is a shortened version of the Latin sigillatura, 
meaning embossed, furnished or adorned 
with little images or figures. According to an 
ancient explanation, sigillatura is an abbrevia- 
tion of the phrase singulae literae, meaning 
single letters, and was later contracted further 
into sigla. 
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The Gemara returns to the matter of the baraita: In any event, it was taught 

that Rabbi Yehuda says: One is liable even if he only wrote two letters" 

that are one type of letter; he does not insist that one is liable only ifhe writes 

two different letters. The Gemara answers: This is not difficult. This opinion 

is his own, and that other opinion is that of his teacher, as it was taught in 

a baraita: Rabbi Yehuda says in the name of Rabban Gamliel: Even if one 

only wrote two identical letters, forming words such as shesh, tet, rar, gag, 
or hah, he is liable. That is Rabban Gamliel’s opinion, but Rabbi Yehuda 

himself holds that one is only liable for writing two different letters. 


The Gemara asks: The opinion of Rabbi Shimon in the baraita is identical 
to the opinion of the first tanna. And if you say that there is a practical dif- 
ference between their opinions in the case of the letters alef alefin a word 
suchas a'azerkha (Isaiah 45:5), in that the first tanna holds that if one wrote 
the letters alef alef of the word a'azerkha he is not liable because the two 
letters do not spell a complete word, and Rabbi Shimon holds that since 
that combination of letters appears in standard amulets [gelatorei]"' he is 
liable because this writing is considered to be enduring; is that to say that 
the opinion of Rabbi Shimon tends to stringency in this matter? 


Wasn't it taught in a baraita: One who drills a hole of any size on Shabbat 
is liable, one who scrapes and smooths posts or parchments in any amount 
is liable, one who tans" any amount of an animal hide is liable, one who 
draws any size form on a vessel" is liable? Rabbi Shimon says: One is liable 
only ifhe drills the entire hole that he intended to drill, or ifhe scrapes the 
entire post or parchment that he intended to scrape, or ifhe tans the entire 
hide that he intended to tan, or if he draws the entire form that he intended 
to draw. Clearly, Rabbi Shimon’s opinion is the lenient one. 


Rather, Rabbi Shimon comes to teach us this: It is considered writing that 
endures only if he writes the entire name. The Gemara asks: And how can 
you say this? Wasn’t it taught in a baraita that Rabbi Shimon says: From 
the phrase “and he performed one” I might have thought that one is liable 
only if he writes the entire name; therefore, the verse states “from one.’ 
Apparently, he does not require that the entire word be written in order to 
be liable. The Gemara answers: Resolve the contradiction between these 
statements and say this: I might have thought that one is liable only if he 
writes the entire verse that he intended to write; therefore, the verse states 
“from one.’ One is liable for writing less than that. However, one is certainly 
not liable for writing less than a complete word. 


The baraita cites that Rabbi Yosei says that the verse states: “And did an ac- 
tion from one of these.” This unusual expression indicates repetition and it 
is as ifit says: And he did one, and he did these. From here it is derived that 
at times one is liable to bring one sin-offering for them all, and at times 
one is liable to bring several offerings, one for each and every one. 


And Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina, said: What is the reason for Rab- 
bi Yosei’s opinion? Since the verse says “from one” and “of these,” Rabbi 
Yosei detects both a restriction, i.e., “from” and “of,” an amplification based 
on superfluous expressions, as it would have been sufficient for the verse to 
say “one” and not “from one,’ and it would have been sufficient to say “these” 
instead of “of these.” The repetitive language teaches that there are cases of 
one that is these and cases of these that are one. 


> 


Similarly, Rabbi Yosei explained that had the verse said “one,” the conclusion 
would have been that one is only liable for performing a complete transgres- 
sion, e.g., writing the name Shimon on Shabbat. “From one” teaches that 
one is liable even if he does not complete the intended action, e.g., writing 
Shem from Shimon. “These” refers to the transgressions themselves, e.g., 
the primary categories of labor prohibited on Shabbat. The words “from 
these” teach that even subcategories" are included. The Gemara illustrates 
the case of one that is these. One was aware that he was in violation of the 
prohibition of Shabbat but not aware that the individual labors were pro- 
hibited. In that case, if he performed several prohibited labors during this 
lapse of awareness, he is liable to bring a sin-offering for each violation. These 
that are one refers to a case where one was unaware that he was in violation 
of the prohibition of Shabbat but he was aware that the individual labors 
were prohibited. In that case, he is liable to bring only one sin-offering for all 
of the prohibited labors. 


JOP OW wya TAA D1 VIX” 
owt on tn bins own 
12x Imag yaw on DIND 
IKUNI DIN’ NMN NKI ION 

cW- mn 


ae hee -roar am 
PIY pods AD KW cman 
PWI PSs, PID PWA PIN pY 
PO PN Paa PAY PAY poa 


POT PEN PPI PHT pwr 


PAPI PPR PTE PLPP 
PPO pos PDS pwo Prt pa 


PIA PIS POW POW PDI 
PINS PAND PRA PIIR PID 
Kb amna nw pano prana 
mwy XD anp aanp myy? 
203V iX PWI AID N 
ANDY İK AD RYP TPUT NY 
TIIKI MS ANDY İK 3 oy 

may nbg "g-a 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


We learned in the mishna that Rabbi Yehuda said: We found that 
one is liable for writing even if he did not complete what he was 
writing and wrote a small name that constituted part of a longer 
name, e.g., Shem from Shimon. The Gemara asks: Is it similar? The 
mem in Shem is closed and the mem in Shimon is open. Rav Hisda 
said: That is to say that a closed letter that one rendered open is 
valid even in writing a Torah scroll, and it is not considered an ir- 
regularity in the writing. Therefore, one is liable for writing an open 
letter instead of a closed one. 


The Gemara raised an objection from a baraita that interprets the 
verse: “And you shall write them on the doorposts of your house 
and on your gates” (Deuteronomy 6:9). “And you shall write them 
[ukhtavtam]” means that it should be perfect writing [ketiva tam- 
ma]" with no mistakes, and clear writing. This means that one 
should not write an alef as an ayin,"’ an ayin as an alef, a beit as a 
kaf, a kaf as a beit, a gimmel as a tzadi, a tzadi as a gimmel, a dalet 
as a reish, a reish as a dalet, a heh as a het, a het as a heh, a vav as a 
yod, a yod as a vav, a zayin as a nun, a nun as a zayin, a tet as a peh, 
a peh as a tet.” 


Similarly, one should not write bent letters like kaf and nun found 
in the middle of a word as straight letters like kaf and nun found at 
the end of a word, nor should one write straight letters as bent let- 
ters. A final mem should not be written like a samekh, and a samekh 
should not be written like a mem. A closed mem should not be 
written open, and an open one should not be written closed. Simi- 
larly, if there is an open paragraph in the Torah one may not render 
it closed," and one may not render a closed paragraph open.? If 
one wrote a mezuza or a Torah scroll following the Torah’s format 
for poetry'® or if one wrote poetry like regular text, as a mezuza 
is typically written, or if one wrote without ink" but with another 
material, or if one wrote the mentions of God’s names in gold, all 
of these must be suppressed. Apparently, one may not write closed 
letters as open letters, contrary to the statement of Rav Hisda. 


Perfect writing - man Mans: The text of a Torah scroll must 
be perfect, with no parts missing from the letters. The letters 
should also contain all of their decorative crowns or other 
adorning features (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin 1:19; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 32:4 and Yoreh De‘a 274:3, 5). 


One should not write an alef as an ayin - pao ain xb 
px: When writing the letters of a Torah scroll, one must take 
care not to switch similar looking letters. However, the text is 
only invalid if the letters are indecipherable (Rema; Rambam 
Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin 119; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 36:1 
and Yoreh De‘a 274:5). 


An open paragraph one may not render it closed - nw15 
man mwy’ x nmana: An open paragraph may not be written 
as a closed one, nor may a closed paragraph be written as an 
open one. If such an error was made, the scroll must be stored 
away and not used. The Rambam writes that such a Torah scroll 
is invalid and lacks the sanctity of a Torah, and is rather like a 
printed Torah book used to teach children. Some authorities 


An alef as an ayin - pay padre: According to Rashi and others, 
the reason that these letters might be mistaken for each other is 
because they have similar pronunciations. However, according 
to most early commentaries, it is because their written forms 
are similar. This is why one must make certain to write them 
differently (Ramban; see Rashba and others). 


One wrote it following the format for poetry - TYWI mans: 
Poetry in the Bible, such as the Song at the Sea and the Song 
of Deborah, is written in a special format of a brick supported 
by two half bricks. There are some examples written in two 
columns, e.g., Ha‘azinu (Deuteronomy 32). 


tule that one is permitted to repair such a scroll if possible (Rosh; 


Rashba), and this is the common practice (Rambam Sefer Ahava, 
Hilkhot Tefillin 7:11; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 275:1). 


One wrote it following the format for poetry —T»wa mans: If 
one wrote a passage of the Torah in the format of a poetic song, 
or a poetic song in the regular format, the Torah scroll is invalid. 
Some authorities permit its use as long as the song was written 
differently than the rest of the text, even if its structure does not 
follow the tradition (Tur; Rambam Sefer Ahava Hilkhot Tefillin 7:11; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 275:3). 


If one wrote without ink — 913 Kow an3: Holy scrolls are only 
written with black ink, and are invalid if even a single letter is 
written in a different color. This rule even applies to the tip of 
the letter yod (Mishna Berura). In addition, if one wrote any part 
of the Torah in gold, such as God’s name, the scroll is invalid 
(Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin 1:5; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 32:3 and Yoreh De‘a 271:6, 276:5). 


If one > wrote the mentions of God's names in gold - anaw 
ama niay nx: The halakha is that any word written in gold 
invalidates a Torah scroll. In this context, the Gemara specifies 
the names of God because some people thought that it was 
acceptable to honor God's name in that fashion. 

Some commentaries explain that while it is permitted to 
scrape other words written in gold off the parchment, the 
names of God may not be scraped away or erased. Therefore, 
any scroll with God’s name written in gold must be suppressed 
and never used (Melo HaRoim). 


The similar letters - niniin nisnixm: A table of letters with 
similar forms. The letters here are written as they appear in 
the Dead Sea Scrolls. 


Letters with similar forms 


Open and closed paragraphs - niang ninina: The para- 
graphs are depicted here as they appear in a Torah scroll. 
When a paragraph ends and a new paragraph begins on 
the same line, it is a closed paragraph [setuma]. When a 
paragraph ends and the rest of the line is left blank, it is an 
open paragraph [petuha]. 


Closed paragraph 


Open paragraph 


Poetry — Tw: 
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Portion from the Song at the Sea written in the special format similar to the 
way bricks are placed, with one brick covering part ofthe two bricks below it. 
This is called ariah al gabei levena. 
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NOTES 
This is an allusion to the water libation from the 
Torah — ming p oan ppi 111X21: According 
to the majority of the Sages, the water libation was 
a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai and has 
no written source in the Bible. Other Sages sought 
to discover an allusion to this mitzva in the Torah. 


Perek XII 
Daf104 Amuda 


NOTES 
Mem, nun, tzadi, peh, kaf - 3%: The geonim 
ask why these letters are not listed in alphabetical 
order, i.e., kaf, mem, nun, peh, tzadi. One answer 
is that the order alludes to the words: From Your 
prophets [min tzofayikh]. 


The letters mem and samekh that were in the 
tablets — nimbaw 7720) D": In the Jerusalem 
Talmud there is an opinion that even according 
to the opinion that the tablets were written in 
ancient Hebrew script, different from the pres- 
ent Hebrew alphabet, there were letters whose 
centers would have floated miraculously, e.g., the 
ayin, which resembles a circle. 
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The Gemara answers: Rav Hisda stated his opinion in accordance with 
the opinion of this tanna, as it was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Ye- 
huda ben Beteira says: While on the rest of the days of Sukkot the verse 
employs the phrase: “And its libation [veniska],” on the second day it is 
stated: “And their libations [veniskeihem]” (Numbers 29:19) with an 
extra letter mem; on the sixth day, it is stated: “And its libations 
[unsakhe‘ah]” (Numbers 29:31) with an extra letter yod. On the seventh 
day, instead of “according to the law [kamishpat]” employed on the 
other days, it is stated: “According to their laws [kemishpatam]” 
(Numbers 29:33) with an extra letter mem. Together these additional 
letters, mem, yod, and mem, form the word mayim, which means water. 
This is an allusion to the water libation from the Torah." On Sukkot, 
a water libation was poured onto the altar in addition to the wine liba- 
tion that accompanied sacrifices throughout the year. However, here, 
the closed mem at the end of the word veniskeihem is interpreted as if it 
were an open mem and used as the first mem in mayim. 


And from the fact that an open letter that one rendered closed is valid, 
in the case ofa closed letter, too, a closed letter that one rendered open 
is valid. This homiletic interpretation supports Rav Hisda’s opinion. 


The Gemara rejects this comparison: Is it similar? If one rendered an 
open letter closed, 


he elevates its status, as Rav Hisda said: The letters mem and samekh 
that were in the tablets were standing miraculously. Each letter was 
chiseled all the way through the tablets. In that case, the segment of the 
tablets at the center of the samekh and final mem, letters that are com- 
pletely closed, should have fallen. Miraculously, they remained in place. 
Consequently, rendering an open mem closed elevates its status. How- 
ever, if one rendered a closed letter open, he diminishes its status, as 
Rabbi Yirmeya said, and some say that it was Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba 
who said: The prophets instituted the difference between the open and 
closed forms of the letters mem, nun, tzadi, peh, kaf." Since the closed 
letters date back to the Ten Commandments, apparently the prophets 
introduced the open versions of the letters, which are therefore less 
significant. 


The Gemara rejects this: And is that reasonable? Isn’t it written: 
“These are the commandments that the Lord commanded Moses to 

tell the children of Israel at Mount Sinai” (Leviticus 27:34). The word 

“these” underscores that a prophet is not permitted to introduce any 
new element related to the Torah and its mitzvot from here on. Rath- 
er, the prophets did not innovate these forms. Both the open and closed 

versions existed before then. However, people did not know which 
form appeared in the middle of a word and which form at the end of 
aword. And the prophets came and instituted their set positions. The 

Gemara asks: And still the question remains: Didn't the Sages derive 

from the verse: “These are the commandments,” that a prophet is not 

permitted to introduce any new element from here on? How could 

they institute the position of the letters? Rather, over the course of time, 
the people forgot their positions in the words and the prophets then 

reestablished their positions. Apparently, closed letters are no more 

significant than the open ones. 


The Gemara returns to discuss the matter itself. Rav Hisda said: The 
letters mem and samekh that were in the tablets’ were standing mi- 
raculously. And furthermore, Rav Hisda said: The writing on the 
tablets was read from the inside, from one side of the tablets, and read 
from the outside, the other side of the tablets, in reverse order. The 
Gemara cites words that appear elsewhere in the Bible: Nevuv was read 
as bet, vav, bet, nun; rahav as beit, heh, reish; and saru as vav, reish, 
samekh. 
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The Sages said to Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi: Young students came 
today to the study hall and said things the likes of which were not 
said even in the days of Joshua bin Nun." These children who only 
knew the Hebrew alphabet interpreted the letters homiletically. 

Alef beit means learn [elaf] the wisdom [bina] of the Torah. 

Gimmel dalet means give to the poor [gemol dalim]. Why is the leg 
of the gimmel extended toward the dalet?” Because it is the man- 
ner of one who bestows loving-kindness to pursue the poor. And 
why is the leg of the dalet extended toward the gimmel? It is so 
that a poor person will make himself available to him who wants 
to give him charity. And why does the dalet face away from the 
gimmel? It is to teach that one should give charity discreetly so 
that the poor person will not be embarrassed by him. 


The children continued to interpret the letters. 

Heh vav: That is the principal name of the Holy One, Blessed be He. 

Zayin het, tet yod, kaf lamed: And if you do so, the Holy One, 
Blessed be He, feeds [zan] you, and shows you favor [han], and 
bestows goodness [meitiv] upon you, and gives you an inheri- 
tance [yerusha], and ties a crown [keter] for you in the World to 
Come [la’olam haba]. 

The open mem and closed mem indicate that the Torah contains an 
open statement, understood by all, and an esoteric statement. 
The bent nun and the straight nun at the end of a word refer to a faith- 
ful person who is bent [ne’eman kafuf] and is modest now, who 
will ultimately become a well-known faithful person [ne’eman 


pashut]." 


Samekh ayin: Support the poor [semokh aniyyim] to prevent them 
from falling further. Another version: Make mnemonic signs 
[simanim aseh] to remember the Torah and acquire it. 

The bent peh and the straight peh: Sometimes one needs to have an 
open mouth [peh patuah] and speak, and sometimes one needs 
to have a closed mouth [peh satum]. 

The bent tzadi and the straight tzadi indicate that a righteous per- 
son who is bent and humble [tzaddik kafuf] now will ultimately 
become a well-known righteous person [tzaddik pashut] whose 
righteousness is apparent to all. The Gemara asks: That is identical 
to the interpretation of the bent and straight nun: Ne'eman kafuf, 
neeman pashut. The Gemara explains: The verse added the bend- 
ing of the righteous person to the bending of the faithful person. 
From here it is derived that the Torah was given in an atmosphere 
of gravity. One must receive the Torah with a sense of awe and 
extreme humility. 


The children continued: 

Kuf: Holy [kadosh], referring to God. 

Reish: A wicked person [rasha]. Why is the kuf facing away from 
the reish?® This question was phrased euphemistically, as it is the 
reish that is facing away from the kuf. The Holy One, Blessed be He, 
said: I am unable look at a wicked person, i.e., the wicked person 
does not want to look toward God. And why is the crown of the 
letter kuf turned toward the reish? The Holy One, Blessed be He, 
said: If the wicked person repents his evil ways I will tie a crown 
for him like My own. And why is the leg of the kuf suspended 
and not connected to the roof of the letter? Because if the wicked 
person repents he can enter through this opening if he so desires. 


NOTES 


he publisher 


BACKGROUND 
The letters gimmel and dalet — "1-3 nix nys 
gno an3a: The shape of the Hebrew letters gimmel 
and dalet in the script used for Torah scrolls, mezuzot, 
and tefillin [ketav stam]. The details that the Gemara 
mentions in its midrashim are easily apparent in 
this script. 


Gimmel and dalet 

The letters kuf and reish - ^%~'p ninix: The letters 
kuf and reish as they are written in the Sephardic 
script used for Torah scrolls [ketav stam]. These forms 
include the details mentioned in the midrash in our 


Gemara, such as the way they stand, their shape, 
and the crown on top of the letter kuf. 


ale 


Kufand reish 


In the days of Joshua bin Nun — 313 ywi 91a»: Several commen- 
taries state that the Gemara mentions this era because it marked 
the beginning of midrash, when people began to interpret the 
Torah (Maharsha). Others maintain that Joshua is used as a defining 
point because the Torah describes Moses disciple: Joshua, the son 
of Nun, a young man, departed not out of the Tent” (Exodus 33:13). 
Nevertheless, there were teachings that were unknown in his time. 
The Gemara does not say that these did not exist during the time of 


Moses because the Sages asserted that Moses received all of Torah 
knowledge from God, including all the innovative ideas of future 
students (Ein Ya'akov). 


A faithful person who is bent...a well-known faithful person — 
IW PANI P PANI: In the Jerusalem Talmud and in Bereshit Rabba, 
a midrash from Eretz Yisrael, it is taught that the two faithful ones 
[neemanim] are God and Moses. The Torah was given from one 
faithful one [neeman] to the other. 
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NOTES 
The opening in the kuf - "ipa nnan: The statement 
that God provides an opening for the wicked person 
means that he need not exert himself in order to repent. 
That is Reish Lakish’s explanation of the phrase: They 
support him (Etz Yosef). 


The midrash on the letters — nenixa swat: Apart 
from their value as the aggadic sections of the Talmud, 
these interpretations served as proof for the Sages with 
regard to the appropriate manner to form the letters. 
See the Rashba and the Meiri, who discuss this at length. 


BACKGROUND 
Truth [emet] and falsehood [sheker] - 11 nay: The 
words truth [emet] and falsehood [sheker] as they are 
written in script used for Torah scrolls [ktav stam]. As is 
seen here, each of the letters in the word emet contains 
two legs or a base, whereas the letters of the word 
sheker each stand on a single leg. 


mAN 
DITAA 


Emet and sheker 


Different orderings of the alphabet - nima Kaby 
nitiv: These various permutations of the alphabet were 
used, to some degree, in writing secret manuscripts of 
different kinds. They are alluded to in the Bible, and 
the Sages added to them and offered interpretations 


based on them. Still, their main function was as learn- 


ing tools for children. Through these different letter 
combinations students were able to learn the proper 
letter shapes and not just their sequence. 
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The Gemara asks: Let him enter through that opening, as the kuf is 
open on both sides at the bottom." The Gemara answers: This sup- 
ports the statement of Reish Lakish, as Reish Lakish said: What is 
the meaning of that which is written: “If it concerns the scorners, 
He scorns them, and unto the humble He gives grace” (Proverbs 
3:34)? One who comes in order to become impure, i.e., to sin, they, 
in Heaven, provide him with an opening to do so, and he is not 
prevented from sinning. However, if he comes in order to become 
purified, not only is he allowed to do so, but they, in Heaven, assist 
him. 


They further taught: 

Shin: Falsehood [sheker]. Tav: Truth [emet].° 

Why are the letters of the word sheker adjacent to one another in the 
alphabet, while the letters of emet are distant from one another? 
‘That is because while falsehood is easily found, truth is found only 
with great difficulty. And why do the letters that comprise the word 
sheker all stand on one foot, and the letters that comprise the word 
emet stand on bases that are wide like bricks? Because the truth 
stands eternal and falsehood does not stand eternal. 


The Gemara cites another midrash that also deals with the letters of 
the alphabet." This one uses a code in which the first letter is paired 

with the last letter, the second letter with the penultimate one, and so 

on [aleftav, beit shin].° Alef tav, God said: Ifhe despised Me [oti ti’ev] 

would I desire [etaveh] him? Beit shin: If he does not desire to wor- 
ship Me [bi], shall My name [shemi] rest upon him? Gimmel reish: 
He defiled his body [gufo]; shall I have mercy [arahem] on him? 
The word comprised of the letters gimmel and reish in Aramaic means 

licentiousness. Dalet kuf: He locked My doors [daltotai], shall I not 
cut off his horns [karnav]? To this point, the Gemara interpreted 

the letters as referring to the attribute of the wicked. 


However, with regard to the attribute of the righteous it is taught 
differently. Alef tav, beit shin: If you have shame [ata bosh], gimmel 
reish, dalet kuf: If you do so, you will reside [gur] in the heavens 
[bedok], as the verse says: “Who stretches out the Heavens like a 
curtain [dok]” (Isaiah 40:22). Heh tzadi, vav peh: There is a partition 
[hatzitza havei| between you and anger [af]. Zayin ayin, het samekh, 
tet nun: And you will not be shaken [mizdaze‘a] by the Satan. Yod 
mem, kaf lamed: The minister of Gehenna said before the Holy One, 
Blessed be He: Master of the Universe, send the righteous as well 
into the sea to which all go [yam kol], Gehenna. 


The interpretation of the alphabet continues with other combinations 

of letters. The Holy One, Blessed be He, said: Alef het samekh, bet 

tet ayin, gimmel yod peh: I have mercy on them [Ani has aleihem] 

because they spurned [ba atu] adultery [gif]. The Gemara continues 

with this combination of the letters: Dalet kaf tzadi: They are pure 

[dakkim], they are honest [kenim], they are righteous [tzaddikim]. 
Heh lamed kuf: You have no portion [helek] with them, based on 

the interchange of the letters het and heh. Vav mem reish zayin nun, 
shin tav: The minister of Gehenna said [amar], based on vav mem 

reish, before Him: Master of the Universe, my Master [Mari], sus- 
tain me [zaneini] with the seed of Seth [Shet], which refers to all 

humankind, including the Jewish people. 


The Holy One, Blessed be He, said to him using another configuration 
of the alphabet: Alef lamed, beit mem: Not with them [al bam], i.e., 
you will have no portion of them. Gimmel nun, dalet samekh: To 
where will I lead them? I will lead them to the garden of myrtle [gan 
hadas], i.e., the Garden of Eden. Heh ayin, vav peh: The minister of 
Gehenna said before the Holy One, Blessed be He: Master of the 
Universe, I am tired [ayef anokhi] and thirsty and need people to 
care for me. The Holy One, Blessed be He, responded: Zayin tzadi, 
het kuf: These are the descendants [zaro] of Isaac [Yitzhak]. Tet 
reish, yod shin, kaf tav: Wait [tar], [have groups upon groups [yesh 
li kittot kittot] of other nations that I will give you instead. 
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MI S HN One who writes two letters on Shabbat 

during one lapse of awareness is liable. 
The following substances used as ink are explained in the Gemara. 
One is liable ifhe wrote with deyo, with sam, with sikra, with gum 
[komos],' or with copper sulfate [kankantom]' or with any sub- 
stance that makes a mark." If one wrote on two walls of a house 
that form a corner," or on two parts of a writing tablet, and the 
two items are read together, he is liable. One who writes on his 
flesh on Shabbat is liable. If one unwittingly scratches" letters on 
his flesh on Shabbat, Rabbi Eliezer deems him liable to bring a 
sin-offering and the Sages deem him exempt. 


If one wrote with liquids or with fruit juice, or if one drew letters 
with road dust, with scribes’ dust that they use to dry the ink, or 
with any substance with which the writing does not endure, he 
is exempt. Similarly, if one wrote by holding the pen on the back 
of his hand," with his foot, with his mouth, or with his elbow; if 
one wrote only a single letter, even if it was adjacent to other 
preexisting writing; or if one wrote over other writing;" if one 
meant to write the letter het and instead wrote the two halves of 
the het as two instances of the letter zayin; if one wrote one letter 
on the ground and one ona rafter; if one wrote one letter on two 
walls of a house, or on two parts of a writing tablet that are not 
read together, he is exempt. If one wrote one letter as an abbre- 
viation" representing an entire word, Rabbi Yehoshua ben Beteira 
deems him liable to bring a sin-offering, and the Rabbis deem 


him exempt. 
G E M A The Gemara defines the terms used in the 
mishna. Deyo is deyota made from soot. 
Sam is samma, which is yellow-tinged arsenic. Sikra, Rabba bar 
bar Hana said: It is called sikreta in Aramaic and is a lead-based 
red paint. Komos is koma in Aramaic, and it is an ink made with 
gum Arabic from the sap of a tree. Kankantom, Rabba bar bar 
Hana said that Shmuel said: This is the black substance used by 
cobblers, copper sulfate. 


And we learned in the mishna that one who writes with any sub- 
stance that makes a mark is liable. The Gemara asks: What does 
this statement come to include? The Gemara answers: It comes 
to include that which Rabbi Hananya taught with regard to writ- 
ing a bill of divorce:" If one wrote it with the juice of the fruit 
called teriya, or with gallnut juice instead of ink, it is valid. Simi- 
larly, Rabbi Hiyya taught: If one wrote a bill of divorce with lead, 
with soot (geonim), or with shoeblack, it is valid. Since those 
substances leave a permanent mark, one who writes with them on 


Shabbat is liable. 


HALAKHA 


LANGUAGE 


Gum [komos] - Dinip: From the Greek xóppu, komi, and its 
genitive form xdupews, komaos, meaning tree sap. It spe- 
cifically refers to gum arabic from the acacia tree known as 
acacia arabica. This sap is used to make strong inks, among 
other things. 


Copper sulfate [kankantom] — nimp: This word appears 
in other sources as kalkantom or kalkantos. It is from the 
Greek word yaAxavO0o<, kalkanthos, meaning copper sul- 
fate (CuSO4). It is used to make ink and shoe polish. 


NOTES 


Any substance that makes a mark - gwin x17 337: In 
the Jerusalem Talmud an additional requirement is cited, 
according to which the surface upon which one writes 
must be one that endures. However, one who wrote on a 
surface that does not endure, e.g., on vegetable leaves and 
the like, is not liable. 


Substances used for writing on Shabbat - nawa nana yan: 

One is only liable to bring a sin-offering for writing on 1 Shabbat if 
one uses an ink or material that leaves a lasting mark. However, 
if one uses a substance that erases or disappears, such as fruit 
juice, one is not liable. Nevertheless, such writing is still prohib- 
ited (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 11:15). 


On two walls that form a corner — nit oni yw by: One is 
liable to bring a sin-offering for writing two letters only if the 
letters are written in a way that they can be read together. If one 
writes them on two different surfaces such that they cannot 
be read together, one is not liable (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 11:11). 


One who writes on his flesh...if one scratches — by aniaa 


bypni...iwa: One who writes on his own flesh on Shabbat is 
liable, even though the writing will eventually be erased. One 
is not liable for scratching letters into one’s own flesh (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 11:16). 


On the back of his hand - 7» an: One who writes on Shab- 
bat using his mouth, elbow, or any other unusual method, is not 
liable (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 11:14). 


If one wrote over other writing - 293 33 by nai: One who 
writes on top of existing writing on Shabbat is liable if he wrote 
with black ink over red ink [sikra]. However, if it is black ink on 
top of black ink, or red ink on top of red ink, or red ink on top 
of black ink, he is not liable. This is stated in the mishna here 


and in the Gemara in tractate Gittin (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 11:16). 


If one wrote one letter as an abbreviation - nn nix an 
Hip wis: If one wrote a single letter on Shabbat, he is not liable, 
even if it is clearly an abbreviation for an entire word (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 11:13). 


Writing a bill of divorce — va nana: If one wrote a bill of di- 
vorce [get] using lead, soot, or kankantom, it is valid after the 
fact. One may use gallnut juice ab initio on a hide that was not 
tanned. Preferably, one should write a bill of divorce using only 
black ink (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Gerushin 4:1-2; Shulhan 
Arukh, Even HaEzer 125:1-3). 
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PERSONALITIES 


Ben Stada - x199 ja: Many scholars have attempted to 
identify the ben Stada mentioned here. For a number 
of reasons, including the censorship that removed this 
passage from the Talmud, many people thought that this 
referred to Jesus of Nazareth. Yeshu Panaturi and Mary 
Magdala are mentioned in the Jerusalem Talmud. How- 
ever, Josafot has pointed out that chronologically this is 
impossible, because Pappos ben Yehuda was a well-known 
personality and interacted with Rabbi Akiva during his later 
years. The Gemara also relates his great jealousy of Rabbi 
Akiva's wife, which came to nothing. Therefore, according 
to these sources, ben Stada cannot be Jesus. It is also worth 
noting that in various places in uncensored editions of 
the Talmud, Jesus is mentioned by name, and there is no 
reason that he would not be named if he was indeed be- 
ing referred to in this context. For these reasons, it seems 
that the ben Stada was one of the so-called prophets and 
leaders of one of the many breakaway sects of those times. 


LANGUAGE 
Ben Stada, the son of Pandeira — *)739 Ja XTD Ja: At- 
tempts have been made to interpret the term stada, but 
no clear source for the word has been found. It seems that 
Pandeira comes from the Greek name Pandaros. 


NOTES 
This name is not ideal — gayan p3 OWT px: The Rab- 
bis made this statement only according to the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda, as in their opinion, writing over existing let- 
ters does not constitute writing. However, even according 
to Rabbi Yehuda this is not a preferred manner of writing. 
This explanation appears in the Jerusalem Talmud (Rashba). 
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We learned in the mishna: If one unwittingly scratches letters on his 
flesh on Shabbat, Rabbi Eliezer deems him liable to bring a sin-of- 
fering and the Sages deem him exempt. It was taught in a baraita that 
Rabbi Eliezer said to the Rabbis: Didn’t the infamous ben Stada’ 
take magic spells out of Egypt in a scratch on his flesh? They said 
to him: He was a fool, and you cannot cite proof from a fool. That 
is not the way that most people write. Incidentally, the Gemara asks: 
Why did they call him ben Stada, when he was the son of Pandeira?' 
Rav Hisda said: His mother’s husband, who acted as his father, was 
named Stada, but the one who had relations with his mother and 
fathered him was named Pandeira. The Gemara asks: Wasn't his 
mother’s husband Pappos ben Yehuda? Rather, his mother was 
named Stada and he was named ben Stada after her. The Gemara 
asks: But wasn’t his mother Miriam, who braided women’s hair? 
The Gemara explains: That is not a contradiction. Rather, Stada was 
merely a nickname, as they say in Pumbedita: This one strayed 
[setat da] from her husband. 


We learned in the mishna: If one wrote only a single letter, even if 
it was adjacent to other preexisting writing, he is exempt. The Ge- 
mara asks: Who is the tanna whose opinion is cited in the mishna? 
Rava bar Rav Huna said: This halakha is not in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, as if it were in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, didn’t he say: One who adds a single 
thread to a previously woven fabric is liable for weaving? In his 
opinion, although a single thread or letter is insignificant in and of 
itself, one is liable because adding even a small measure to existing 
material is significant. 


We learned in the mishna: If one wrote over other writing he is ex- 
empt. The Gemara asks: Who is the tanna whose opinion is cited in 

the mishna? Rav Hisda said: This halakha is not in accordance with 

the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, as it was taught in a baraita: If one 

needed to write the Tetragrammaton, the name of God, in a Torah 

scroll, and became confused and intended instead to write the name 

Yehuda," and while intending to write Yehuda he erred and omitted 

the letter dalet, thereby writing the name of God, he should do the 

following. He passes a quill with more ink over the name and sanc- 
tifies it, i.e., he writes it with the intention required when writing a 

holy name. This is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. And the Rabbis 

say: Even if he adds ink over what he wrote, this writing of God’s 

name is not ideal." Apparently, according to Rabbi Yehuda, writing 

over other writing is considered writing anew. 


A tanna taught in a baraita: If one wrote a single letter and thereby 
completed a book," or if one wove a single thread and thereby 
completed an entire garment, he is liable. The Gemara asks: Who 
is the tanna whose opinion is cited in the baraita? Rava bar Rav 
Huna said: It is the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, who said: One who 
adds a single thread to a previously woven fabric is liable for weav- 
ing. Rav Ashi said: Even if you say that in accordance with the 
opinion of the Rabbis, one who does so to complete a garment is 
different. Even if he is not liable for weaving, he is liable at least for 
striking a blow with a hammer to complete the production process 
of a vessel. 


One who needed to write the name of God and intended 
instead to write Yehuda - pany own ny sind yw maw 
aA ain): If one needed to write God's name and acci- 
dentally wrote the name Yehuda instead, he should turn the 
dalet into a hey and erase the final letter (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 


Dea 276:12). 


HALAKHA 


If one wrote a single letter and completed a book - nix ana 
339) awn minx: One who wrote a single letter and thereby 
completed an entire book, or wove a single thread that com- 
pleted a garment, is liable for striking a blow with a hammer 
to complete the production process of a vessel (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 11:9, 9:18). 
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Rabbi Ami said: If one wrote one letter on paper in Tiberias 
and one letter on paper in Tzippori,™ he is liable because he 
performed a full-fledged act of writing that is lacking only in 
proximity. When the two pieces of paper are brought together 
he will have written two associated letters. The Gemara asks: 
Didn’t we learn in the mishna: If one wrote one letter on two 
walls of a house, or on two parts of a writing tablet that are 
not read together, he is exempt? All the more so that this is the 
halakha with regard to one who wrote in two different cities. The 
Gemara answers: There, in the case of the parts ofa tablet, there 
is the lack of an additional act of cutting or tearing to facilitate 
bringing the letters together. However, here, in the case of two 
cities, even though they are distant from one another, there is 
no lack of an additional act to facilitate bringing them together. 


A tanna taught in the Tosefta: If one emended a single letter on 
Shabbat, he is liable. The Gemara wonders: Now, if one wrote 
a single letter on Shabbat he is exempt; is it possible that if one 
emends a single letter he is liable? Rav Sheshet said: With 
what are we dealing here? We are dealing with a case where 
one removed the roof of a het? and transformed it into two 
instances of the letter zayin," effectively writing two letters with 
a single correction. Rava said: It is not necessarily referring to 
that specific case. It could even be referring to a case where one 
removed the protrusion from the back of a dalet and trans- 
formed it into a reish," thereby emending the written text. One 
who did so is liable for performing the prohibited labor of strik- 
ing a blow with a hammer to complete the production process 
ofa vessel. 


A tanna taught: If one intended to write one letter on Shabbat 


and managed to write two letters," he is liable. The Gemara 
asks: Didn’t we learn in the mishna that one is exempt in that 
case? The Gemara answers: This is not difficult: That case 
where we learned that he is exempt is referring to a case where 
the letters require crowns." This is referring to a case where 
they do not require crowns, and he is liable. If the letters al- 
ready had their requisite ornamentation and an individual 
separated them, it is as if he wrote two letters. 


NOTES 


Managed to write two letters - DAW iva by: : The question 
arises: Since he did not initially intend to perform the labor 
with a measure that determines liability, shouldn't he be 
exempt? It can be answered as follows: When one writes a 
single letter, it is fit to join another letter that may be written 
subsequently. Therefore, it is possible that he will be liable 
if that letter turns into two letters. That would not be the 
case if one throws an object less than the legal distance in 
the public domain. In that case, one is exempt for throwing 
an object less than the legal distance any number of times, 
hrow such a distance he will 


and thus if one intended to 
always be exempt. 


The letters require crowns — 3 Y3: 
encountered difficulties in understanding this halakha. In 
addition to other problematic issues, the failure to include 


crowns on the letters in a Torah scroll does not invalidate the 
scroll. Some explained that the Gemara is referring to one 
who wrote one letter that looks like two letters, but those two 
letters comprise the correct form. If further work is needed to 
render the letters legible, he is exempt. If they are complete, 
he is liable (Rabbeinu Hananel). Others explained that if the 
writer did not add the crowns, he is obviously not overly 
concerned with the letters. However, if one created two 
letters and then added the crowns, he is liable (Tosefot Rid). 
Yet others explained that in this context the word baei does 
not mean require, but rather want. If the scribe wants to add 
ornamentation, he is not considered to have performed the 
complete labor of writing until he adds the crowns. However, 
the prohibited labor is not considered complete as long as 
that has not been done (Maharshal in the name of Sefer 
Mitzvot Gadol). 


The commentaries 


NOTES 
One letter in Tiberias and one in Tzippori — Kaba NNN% NIK 
niaya nny: Rav Hai Gaon explains, in the name of earlier com- 
mentaries, that Tiberias and Tzippori are adjacent cities and that 
one can walk from one to the other on Shabbat. The Gemara 
refers to one who wrote a large letter on the gate of Tiberias and 
another large letter on the gate of Tzippori, so that one who sees 
one letter after the other will understand that they are connected. 
In that case, it is as if the letters are read together and nothing 
further is necessary to bring them together. 


One removed the protrusion from the back of a dalet and 
transformed it into a reish — w” ixen n” wa bw inb bow: In 
this case only a single letter is created; “nevertheless, itis stated in 
the Jerusalem Talmud that one who does so is liable for erasing 
one letter, dalet, and writing another, reish. 


HALAKHA 

If one wrote one letter in Tiberias and one letter in Tzippori - 
niaya JIMS) 81202 NIN nix a03: One who wrote a single letter 
in one location on something that can be moved on Shabbat 
and went that same day to another location where he wrote a 
second letter on a different object that can be moved on Shab- 
bat is liable. This is because these two letters can be combined 
without performing another prohibited labor, as stated by Rabbi 
Ami (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 11:12). 


One removed the roof of a het and transformed it into two 
instances of the letter zayin -1I IW IKUNI Tn Ww ia: lfone 
divided the roof of the letter het on Shabbat and thereby turned 
it into two instances of the letter zayin, or turned one letter into 
two in any other way, is liable (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 11:13). 


BACKGROUND 
The letter het in Torah script - o”nd Naynsa n Nix: This Torah 
script form of the letter het clearly illustrates the Talmud’s point 
about dividing the letter into two letters. 


Het that can be divided into two instances of the letter zayin 
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LANGUAGE 
Abbreviation [notarikon] — yi» wis: Related to the Latin 
notarius, which refers to things associated with scribes 
and secretaries. The Sages use it to refer to abbreviations 
and acronyms similar to those used by scribes when 
writing quickly. 


NOTES 


Wrote and gave — mam nana: The difference between 
the interpretation of the letters of the word anokhias it is 
written or backwards is as follows. The word anokhi when 
read as it is written is an abbreviation meaning: A pleasant 
statement was written and given [amira neiima ketiva 
yehiva], meaning that the word of God was written and 
given. When the letters are read backward, the allusion is 
o the phrase: It was written, it was given, its statements 
are faithful [yehiva ketiva neemanim amareha]. This phrase 
means that the Torah was given in its complete written 
orm, and its oral statements, i.e., the Oral Law, are faithful. 
The first reading emphasizes that the tablets of the law 
were written by the hand of God. The second reading of 
he word implies that the Torah was written to ensure the 
accuracy of its contents (Maharsha). 


One letter in the morning, etc. -= ^2) Nw NN: From 


standing of the Gemara was in accordance with Rashi's 
interpretation, namely, that the pause between the 
morning and the evening creates a lapse of awareness. 


In the final analysis, however, the conclusion there cor- 


responds to the explanation of Tosafot. 


HALAKHA 
Awareness for half a measure - nyw rend my: Ifa 


person unwittingly performs only half of the legal mea- 


sure of a transgression that would otherwise require a 
sin-offering, only to once again unwittingly perform 
another half-measure of the same transgression, i.e., he 
becomes aware of the wrongdoing and then forgets 
what happened, he is exempt from a sin-offering. This is 
in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 6:8). 
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We learned in the mishna If one wrote one letter as an abbreviation 

[notarikon]' representing an entire word, Rabbi Yehoshua ben Be- 
teira deems him liable to bring a sin-offering, and the Rabbis deem 

him exempt. Rabbi Yohanan said in the name of Rabbi Yosei ben 

Zimra: From where is it derived that the language of abbreviation is 

employed in the Torah? As it is stated: “Neither shall your name any 
more be called Abram, but your name shall be Abraham; for the father 
of a multitude of nations [av hamon goyim] have I made you” (Gen- 
esis 17:5). The verse itself contracts av hamon into Abraham [Avraham]. 
The words av hamon themselves are interpreted as an abbreviation: I 
have made you a father [av] for the nations, I have made you chosen 

[bahur] among the nations, I have made you beloved [haviv] among 
the nations, I have made you king [melekh] for the nations, I have 

made you distinguished [vatik] for the nations, I have made you 

trusted [ne’eman] for the nations. 


Rabbi Yohanan himself said that the word anokhi that begins the Ten 
Commandments is an abbreviation for: I myself wrote and gave [ana 
nafshi ketivat yehavit].. The Rabbis said it is an abbreviation for: A 
pleasant statement was written and given [amira ne’ima ketiva ye- 
hiva]. Some say the word anokhi can be interpreted backwards: It 
was written, it was given, its statements are faithful [yehiva ketiva 
neemanim amareha]. 


The school of Rabbi Natan said that there is another abbreviation in 

the Torah. In the verse: “And the angel of the Lord said to him: Why 
did you hit your donkey these three times? Behold I have come out as 

an adversary because your way is contrary [yarat] against me” 
(Numbers 22:32). Yarat is an abbreviation for: The donkey feared 

[yare‘a], it saw [ra‘ata], and it turned aside [nateta]. The school of 
Rabbi Yishmael taught: The word karmel in the verse: “And bread, 
and toasted grain flour, and toasted grain [karmel]” (Leviticus 23:14) 

means: A full kernel [kar maleh], i.e., the seed fills the stalk. Rav Aha 

bar Ya’akov said in King David’s words: “And behold, with you is 

Shimi ben Gera from Benjamin, of Bahurim, who cursed me with a 

grievous [nimretzet] curse on the day that I went to Mahanaim” (1 

Kings 2:8). The word nimretzet is an abbreviation for: He is an adul- 
terer [noef], he isa Moabite [ Moavi], he is a murderer [rotze‘ah], he 

is an oppressor [tzorer], he is an abomination [to’eva]. 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said that there is another abbreviation in 
the Bible: “And Judah said: What can we say to my master, what can 
we speak, and how can we justify [nitztadak]” (Genesis 44:16), 
which stands for: We are honest [nekhonim], we are righteous [tzad- 
dikim], we are pure [tehorim], we are innocent [dakkim], we are 


holy [kedoshim]. 


MI S H N A With regard to one who writes two letters on 


Shabbat in two separate lapses of awareness 
separated by a period of awareness that the day was Shabbat, writing 
one letter in the morning" and one letter in the afternoon, Rabban 
Gamliel deems him liable to bring a sin-offering like someone who 
has unintentionally performed a full-fledged prohibited labor, and the 
Rabbis deem him exempt. 


G E M ARA The Gemara asks: With regard to what do they 

disagree? Rabban Gamliel holds: There is 
no awareness for half a measure." One is not liable to bring a sacrifice 
for half a measure; therefore, the fact that he became aware between 
performance of the two halves of the prohibited labor is of no signifi- 
cance. His awareness does not demarcate between one act of writing 
a letter and the second act of writing a letter with regard to liability to 
bring a sin-offering. And the Rabbis hold: There is awareness for half 
a measure. If an individual became aware of his transgression between 
the two parts of the prohibited labor, each individual part is indepen- 


dent of the other, and the two halves of the prohibited labor do not 
join together to create liability. 
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Among the categories of labor discussed in this chapter, the category of building was 
not definitively explained, so that some of the laws pertaining to this type of labor 
will be dealt with later in the tractate, when the laws of constructing a tent are fully 
explicated. Nevertheless, it was concluded in our chapter that the labor category of 
building includes any constructive act by means of which a structure is fashioned, 
either fully or partially, or a significant portion ofa structure is fashioned. All of these 
acts are subsumed within the primary category of building. 


The category known as plowing was defined as including any activity that repairs or 
improves the surface of the earth, whether it is plowing with a plowshare, pulling 
plants from the ground, or removing clumps of earth from the ground or replacing 
them elsewhere on the ground. All of the above constitute plowing. 


No minimum measure is provided for the categories of building and plowing, so that 
one who performs them is liable for the most minimal conceivable action. 


With regard to the primary category of writing, it was concluded that one is not li- 
able for writing on Shabbat unless he has written in a usual and customary fashion, 
with materials that do not immediately fade but leave an enduring mark, and upon 
a solid writing surface. The minimum activity for which one is liable is the writing 
of two letters of the alphabet. With regard to the nature of these two letters, there is 
a dispute among the tannaitic Sages, but we conclude by accepting the opinion that 
any meaningful symbol of whatever type is considered a letter in this regard, so that a 
person who writes two symbols that can be joined together and read simultaneously 
is liable for the act of writing on Shabbat. 


Summary of 
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This chapter discusses two groups of primary categories of labor [avot melakhot]. 


One section of the chapter deals with the primary category of weaving and related 
categories of labor. All activities involved in the production of clothing from the spin- 
ning of the thread until the final utilization of the yarn; the arrangement of the loom; 
the weaving itself; and all other improvements made to the fabric, such as dyeing 
and cleansing it, can be combined by their very nature into one group of categories 
of labor. They are therefore treated in this chapter as if they were one unit. 


The main topic of this chapter is not the description of the nature or parameters of 
these various labor categories. Rather, it is the establishment of minimal measures 
for which one is liable should he perform any of these types of labor on Shabbat. 


The other section of this chapter deals with the category of trapping, specifically the 
definition of this category of labor and its parameters. The category of trapping is 
defined as the confinement of an animal within a space from which it cannot escape. 
First, however, it must be determined whether or not this prohibition applies to all 
animals, at which stage in the confinement process the trapping may be said to have 
been performed, and which methods of confinement may be considered typical 
modes of trapping for the various species of animals. 


Once again, the question arises concerning an activity jointly performed by two 
or more individuals. This is especially relevant in this chapter, because trapping is 
generally not performed by a single individual acting alone, so that we must clarify 
how we are to view this matter. 


Introduction to 
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MI S H N A Rabbi Eliezer says: One who weaves on 


Shabbat is liable to bring a sin-offering if 
he wove three threads at the beginning of something new, or 
if he adds one thread to a preexisting woven fabric. And the 
Rabbis say: Both at the beginning and at the end," its measure 
for liability is two threads." One who makes two meshes," i.e., 
ties the threads of the warp, attaching them to either the nirin 
or the keiros,' which will be explained in the Gemara, in a win- 
now, sieve, or basket, is liable for making meshes. And one 
who sews is liable if he sews two stitches." And one who tears 
is liable if he tears enough fabric in order to sew" two stitches 


to repair it. 
G E M A When Rabbi Yitzhak came from Eretz 
Yisrael to Babylonia, he taught that 
Rabbi Eliezer said: Two threads is the measure that determines 
liability for beginning a weave. The Gemara asks: Didn’t we 
learn three in the mishna? The Gemara answers: This is not 
difficult, because this source is referring to thick threads and 
that source is referring to thin threads. Some say it this way, 
that one is liable when weaving two thick threads, and some say 
it that way, that one is liable when weaving two thin threads. 
The Gemara elaborates: Some say it this way: One who weaves 
thick threads, three threads will not unravel, but two will un- 
ravel. With regard to thin threads, two will also not unravel. 
And some say it this way: One who weaves thin threads, three 
threads are conspicuous, two are not conspicuous. With 
regard to thick threads, two are also conspicuous. 


It was taught in a baraita: One who weaves three threads at 
the beginning or one thread onto a preexisting woven fabric 
is liable. And the Rabbis say: Both at the beginning and at the 
end, its measure for liability is two threads. And if one weaves 
a hem" with a thread or color different from the original gar- 
ment, he is liable for weaving two threads across a width of 
three meshes, i.e., three threads of the warp. Why is one liable 
in that case? To what is this similar? It is similar to weaving a 
small belt in which one weaves two threads across a width of 
three meshes, the width of the belt. And when it is taught in 
the baraita: One who weaves three threads at the beginning 
or one thread onto a preexisting woven fabric is liable, that 
unattributed baraita is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Eliezer. 


It was taught in another baraita: One who weaves two threads 

onto a large fabric or onto the border" ofa fabric alongside the 

woof on Shabbat is liable. Rabbi Eliezer says: One is liable even 

if he weaves one thread. And along the edge of the warp, one 

who weaves two threads across a width of three meshes is li- 
able. To what is this similar? It is similar to weaving a small 

belt in which one weaves two threads across a width of three 

meshes. The Gemara comments: When it was taught in the 

baraita: One who weaves two threads onto a large fabric or 
onto the border is liable, that unattributed baraita is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of the Rabbis. 


We learned in the mishna that one who makes two meshes, 
attaching them to either the nirin or the keiros, is liable. The 
Gemara asks: What is the meaning of to the nirin? Abaye said: 
One ties two to the meshes, the thread of the warp, and ties one 
to the crosspiece, the thread that extends from the weaving rod. 
We learned in the mishna that one is liable for attaching the 
meshes to the keiros, and the Gemara asks: What is a keiros? 
Rav said: It refers to the slips, the parts that go up and down on 
a stationary loom and are parallel to the pole. 


NOTES 
Both at the beginning and at the end - ẹja pa mynna pa: 
The phrase the end does not mean at the end of the fabric, 
as in that case the Rabbis agree that he is liable for even a 
single thread. Rather, the end refers to any time that is not the 
beginning (Rashba). 


Onto a large [gas] fabric or onto the border — by Dat by 
xW: The geonim have a variant reading: Gam instead of gas. 
This is a reference to the Greek letter gamma, indicating one 
who wove two threads, one lengthwise and one widthwise, 
in the shape of the gamma. With regard to the border of the 
fabric [imra], Rav Hai Gaon explains that this is the shape of a 
letter woven into a garment. It is called imra from the Hebrew 
word amira, meaning speech. 


HALAKHA 


The measure for weaving — TXIN TAY: One who weaves 
two threads on Shabbat is liable for performing the prohibited 
labor of weaving, whether beginning to fashion a garment or 
whether continuing to work on an existing weave (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 9:18). 


One who makes two meshes - pi na AW MvipT: One is 
liable for making two meshes on Shabbat whether weaving 
cloth or weaving a winnow, sieve, and the like (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 9:16). 


One who sews two stitches — niyan Aw DIT: One who 
sews two stitches on Shabbat is liable when the ends of the 
thread are tied, keeping the stitches in place, as explained in 
Chapter Seven. If one sewed more than two stitches, he is li- 
able even if the ends of the threads are not tied (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 10:9). 


One who tears in order to sew — sionh nya by yvipi: One who 
tears a garment in order to sew at least two stitches in it is liable 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 10:10). 


And if one weaves a hem - 75t1: One who weaves the edge 
of a garment is liable as soon as he weaves two threads across 
a width of three meshes (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 9:18). 


LANGUAGE 


Keiros — Diw: From the Greek katipog, kairos, a row of holes on 
a loom to which the threads of the warp are attached. 


BACKGROUND 


Two meshes — pm ma 93: The threads of the warp, the mesh- 
es, are tied to the loom, and the weaving of the fabric begins 
from those two meshes. 


Meshes tied on a loom 
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NOTES 


One who rends — yripi: In the Jerusalem Talmud the ques- 
tion is raised regarding the halakha in the mishna in light of 
other halakhot that indicate that if the mitzva is performed 
by means of committing a transgression, the mitzva is 
flawed. However, the conclusion in the Jerusalem Talmud is 
that there is a distinction between a case where the trans- 
gression is an integral part of the action and a case where 
the one performing the action committed a transgression. 
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HALAKHA 


who performs a destructive act on Shabbat is eae Faken 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 1:17). 


One who performs a labor destructively in order to repair - 
ipa non by bapan: One who performs a destructive act in 

order to repair is liable. The measure that determines liability in 

that case is equal to the measure that determines liability when 

he performs that labor constructively (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 1:18). 
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And we also learned in the mishna that one who sews on Shabbat 
is liable if he sews two stitches. The Gemara asks: We already 
learned that on the list of primary categories of prohibited labor: 
And one who sews two stitches is liable. The Gemara answers: 

Since the mishna wanted to teach in the latter clause: And one 

who tears in order to sew two stitches, it also taught the halakha 

of one who sews. And one who tears, did we not also learn this in 

the mishna enumerating the list of primary categories of prohib- 
ited labor? Since the mishna wanted to teach a new halakha in the 

latter clause, namely: One who tears in his anger or for his dead 

relative, therefore, it also taught the halakha of one who sews two 

stitches. 


With regard to what we learned in the mishna: And one who tears 
in order to sew two stitches, the Gemara asks: Where do you find 
that case where it is necessary to tear a garment in order to sew it? 


The Gemara explains: It is found in a case where a pocketlike pro- 
trusion impedes sewing. Therefore, one tears the garment and tucks 


the protruding portion under the seam. 
MI S H N One who rends" his garment in his anger or 
in anguish over his dead relative is exempt. 
And anyone else who performs labors destructively" on Shabbat 
is exempt. And one who performs a labor destructively in order 
to repair" is liable, and his measure for liability is equivalent to the 
measure for one who performs that labor constructively. The mea- 
sure that determines liability for one who whitens, or one who 
combs, or one who dyes, or one who spins" wool is the full width 
of a double sit, which is the distance between the forefinger and the 
middle finger. And for one who weaves" two threads, the measure 


that determines liability is one sit. 
G E M A We learned in the mishna: One who rends 
his garment in anger or in anguish over his 
dead relative is exempt. The Gemara raises a contradiction to this 
based on a baraita: One who rends his garment in his anger or in 
his mourning or in his anguish over his dead relative" is liable for 
performing a prohibited labor on Shabbat. And even though he 
desecrates Shabbat" by tearing his garment, he nevertheless ful- 
filled his obligation of rending his garment in mourning. Appar- 
ently, one is liable for rending his garment in anguish over the dead. 
The Gemara answers: This is not difficult, as this mishna, which 
states one is liable for rending his garment, is referring to his own 
dead relative for whom he is obligated to tear his garment. And that 
mishna, which states one is exempt for rending his garment, is refer- 
ring to any unrelated dead person. 


The measure that determines liability for one who whitens, 
or one who combs, or one who dyes, or one who spins - 
miv yaxm yanm aban yw: The measure that 
determines liability for whitening wool or any other material, 
for dyeing, and for spinning thread on Shabbat is double the 
distance between the thumb and extended index finger (Ram- 
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 9:7, 10). 


One who weaves -3i m: One is liable for weaving on Shabbat 
if he weaves two threads whose measure is two fingerbreadths 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 9-18). 


One who rends in his anger or in his mourning over his dead 
relative - in by baxa innna yyipi: Tearing an object in 
anger or in mourning is not considered a destructive act but 
a constructive one. One who does so is liable (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 1:17). 


One who rends...even though he desecrates Shabbat - 
navn my omw by AK). YTP: One who rends his garment 
on Shabbat to initiate mourning for a deceased relative fulfills 
the obligation, even though he desecrated Shabbat in the 
process (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 340:28). 
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The Gemara asks: Didn’t we learn in the mishna: Over his dead relative? 
The Gemara answers: Actually, the mishna, which says that he is exempt, is 

referring to his own dead; however, it is referring to those relatives who 

are not subject to the obligation of mourning by Torah law. The Gemara 

asks: And even so, if the dead person is a Torah scholar, one is obligated 

to rend one’s garment in anguish over his death, as it was taught in a barai- 
ta: When a Torah scholar dies," everyone is his relative. The Gemara asks: 
Does it enter your mind that everyone is his relative? Rather, say: Every- 
one is considered to be like his relative, in the sense that everyone rends 

his garment in anguish over him, and everyone bares his shoulder over 
him in mourning, and everyone eats the mourner’s meal over him in the 

public square as mourners do. The death of a Torah scholar is a personal 

loss for every Jew. The Gemara answers: It was only necessary for the 

mishna to teach this halakha in a case where the dead person is not a Torah 

scholar. 


The Gemara asks: And if he was an upright person," aren't all those pres- 
ent at his death obligated to rend their garments over his death? As it was 
taught in a baraita: Why do a person’s sons and daughters die when they 
are young? They die so that he will cry and mourn over the death of an 
upright worthy person. The Gemara asks: They die so that he will cry? Is 
security taken from him in advance to ensure that he fulfills his obligation? 
Rather, emend the statement and say: It is because he did not cry or 
mourn over an upright person who died, as anyone who cries over an 
upright person who died, they forgive him for all his transgressions be- 
cause of the honor he accorded to the deceased. Nevertheless, it is difficult, 
as one is required to rend his clothing over the death of an upright person. 
The Gemara answers: It was only necessary for the mishna to teach this 
halakha in a case where the deceased was not an upright person. 


The Gemara asks: And if one is standing close to the deceased when the 
soul leaves the body," he is obligated to rend his garment, as it was taught 
in a baraita: Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar says: One who is standing over 
the deceased at the time of the departure of the soul is obligated to rend 
his garment." To what is this similar? It is similar to a Torah scroll that 
was burned." The Gemara answers: It was only necessary for the mishna 
to teach this halakha in a case where he is not standing there at the time 
of the departure of the soul. 


The Gemara asks further: This works out well in terms of resolving the 
contradiction with regard to his dead relative. However, the contradiction 
between the ruling in the mishna that one who rends his garment in his 
anger is not liable, and the ruling in the baraita that one who rends his gar- 
ment in his anger is liable, is still difficult. The mishna exempts one who 
rends garments in anger, while the baraita deems him liable. The Gemara 
answers: The contradiction between his anger in the mishna and his anger 
in the baraita is also not difficult, as this ruling in the baraita that deems 
him liable is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, and that 
ruling in the mishna that exempts him is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Shimon. The Gemara elaborates: This ruling in the baraita follows 
Rabbi Yehuda, who said that one who performs a prohibited labor on 
Shabbat that is not needed for its own sake is liable for performing it. 
Therefore, one who rends his garment in anger is liable. That ruling in the 
mishna which exempts him is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Shimon, who said that one who performs a labor that is not needed for 
its own sake is exempt for performing it. 


NOTES 


An upright person - W3 DK: According to most authorities, the 
obligation to rend one’s garment in mourning a worthy person is 
only when one was present when he died. Therefore, the Gemara 
is saying that one who rends his clothing to mourn the death of 
an upright person went beyond his obligation and is praiseworthy. 
Consequently, when this is done on Shabbat, it is not considered a 
destructive act (Ritva). 


Rabbi Shimon’s opinion with regard to tearing - jiynaw a1 now 


ypa: According to one approach, since after rending his garment 
upon the death of a relative, he may not sew it until the end of the 


seven-day mourning period, it is considered a constructive labor tha 
endures. Therefore, one is liable for doing so (Rashba). 


A Torah scroll that was burned — ma wav min 399: Rashi writes 
that a person's death is comparable to the ‘burning of a Torah scroll. 
Just as one must rend his garment in mourning over the burning of a 
Torah scroll, so too, one must rend his garment over the passing of a 
Jew. Indeed, both the Torah and a Jew are metaphorically described 
as lamps and light in the following verses from Proverbs: “For a com- 
mandment is a lamp, and the Torah is light” (6:23) and “The soul of 
man is the lamp of the Lord” (20:27). 


ublisher 


HALAKHA 


When a Torah scholar dies - naw Dan: When 
a Sage, who is a halakhic authority, dies, ev- 
erybody mourns his death. Upon hearing the 
news of his death, even up to thirty days later, 
everyone rends his garment. The custom of the 
Sages was each Sage rent a handbreadth for 
a colleague's death. In most countries, Jews 
are lenient in this matter and only rend their 
garments for Sages from whom they actually 
learned Torah, from either his lessons or his writ- 
ings (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Evel 9:11; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 340:7; Rema based 
on the Rosh). 


And if he was an upright person — DIK °x) 
XIT Wa: An upright person is one who is not 
suspected of transgressions or of failing to fulfill 
mitzvot. Rabbeinu Yona writes that this refers to 
one who actively seeks to fulfill the mitzva of 
oving-kindness (Shakh). One can be considered 
upright even if he is not a Torah scholar. When 
an upright person dies, one is obligated to rend 
his garment in mourning. Nevertheless, most 
authorities agree that this obligation only ap- 
plies to those who were actually present at the 
ime of death. However, others merely mourn 
his passing (Ran; Hagahot Maimoniyot; Ra'avya; 
Rema; Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Evel 9:11; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 340:6). 


When the soul leaves the body — nx nywa 
mwa: One who witnesses the death of any Jew 
is ‘obligated to tear his clothing (Rambam Sefer 
Shofetim, Hilkhot Evel 9:11; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
De‘a 340:5). 


pT” pD: PEREK XIII :105B 129 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


NOTES 
Because he assuages his anger - in mn) Typ: 
Rav Hai Gaon has a variant reading: And is he liable? 
Therefore, the question becomes: Is a person liable for 
rending a garment and satisfying his evil inclination? 


That is destructive both to his garment and to his soul. 


In that case, one is certainly exempt (Ra‘avad). 


Anyone who is lazy in eulogizing a Torah scholar, it 
is fitting to bury him alive - 037 bw fapaa byynan 
wna iait Ny The punishment for: one whois lazyi in 
elogizhai isan ` example of a punishment that fits the 
crime. One who does not eulogize a Torah scholar treats 
the scholar as if he was alive in his grave and does not 
require eulogizing. Therefore, he deserves to be buried 
alive (Maharsha). 
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HALAKHA 


The trait of anger - bYy37 n: Rambam writes: Anger is 
an extremely undesirable character trait, and it is appropri- 
ate for a person to uproot all vestiges of this emotion from 
his character. The early Sages said that one who becomes 
angry is as if he worships idols. If one wants to instill fear for 
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Melakhim 6:10). 


The Gemara asks: Say that you heard that Rabbi Yehuda rules that 
one is liable for performing a labor not needed for its own sake in 

the case ofa constructive act; did you hear him deem one liable in 

the case of a destructive act? Rabbi Avin said: This case, where one 

rends his garment in anger, is also constructive, because in doing 

so he assuages his anger." Rending his garment calms him; there- 
fore, it can be said that he derives benefit from the act of rending, 
and it is consequently a constructive act. The Gemara asks: And is 

it at all permitted to tear in that manner? Wasn't it taught in a ba- 
raita that Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar says in the name of Hilfa bar 
Agra, who said in the name of Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri: One who 

rends his garments in his anger," or who breaks his vessels in his 

anger, or who scatters his money in his anger, should be like an 
idol worshipper in your eyes, as that is the craft of the evil inclina- 
tion. Today it tells him do this, and tomorrow it tells him do that, 
until eventually, when he no longer controls himself, it tells him 
worship idols and he goes and worships idols. Rabbi Avin said: 
What verse alludes to this? “There shall not be a strange god 
within you, and you shall not bow to a foreign god” (Psalms 81:10). 
What is the strange god that is within a person’s body? Say that 
it is the evil inclination. One may not rend his garments in anger, 
because in doing so he is deriving pleasure from satisfying the evil 
inclination. 


The Gemara answers: It is only necessary to discuss this in a case 
where one does so to instill fear in the members of his household. 
In order to show them that he is very angry, he tears and breaks 
objects even though he is not that angry. In that case he maintains 
control of himself and is not in danger of succumbing to the evil 
inclination. It is like the incident where Rav Yehuda sought to 
display his anger and he pulled threads off his garment. Rav Aha 
bar Ya’akov smashed broken vessels, Rav Sheshet threw small fish 
on his maidservant’s head, and Rabbi Abba broke the lid of a jug. 
All of these Sages caused minimal damage in creating the impression 
that they were angry. 


Apropos the laws of mourning for an upright person and a Torah 

scholar, the Gemara cites that which Rabbi Shimon ben Pazi said 

that Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said in the name of Bar Kappara: 
Anyone who sheds tears over an upright person, the Holy One, 
Blessed be He, counts his tears and places them in His treasury, 
as it is stated: “You have counted my wanderings, put my tears 

into your bottle, are they not in your book?” (Psalms 56:9). Rav 
Yehuda said that Rav said: Anyone who is lazy in eulogizing a 
Torah scholar, it is fitting to bury him alive," as it is stated: “And 

they buried him in the border of his inheritance in Timnat-serah, 
which is in the hill-country of Ephraim, on the north of the 

mountain of Ga’ash” (Joshua 24:30). This teaches that the moun- 
tain raged against them to kill them because they did not eulogize 

him appropriately. Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba said that Rabbi Yohanan 
said: Whoever is lazy in eulogizing a Sage does not live a long life, 
and his punishment is measure for measure. Since he was uncon- 
cerned with the death of the Sage, in the heavens they will be un- 
concerned with his death. The Holy One, Blessed be He, conducts 

Himself in this manner, as it is stated: “In full measure [besase‘a], 
when You send her away You contend with her” (Isaiah 27:8), and 

the Sages derived that God punishes from the words: “You contend 

with her,” and He does so measure for measure, sea for sea, from the 

word sase‘a in the verse above. 


educational purposes in the members of one’s household 
or as a community leader in one’s community, it is permit- 
ted to create the impression that he is angry (Rambam Se- 
fer HaMadda, Hilkhot Deot 2:3 and Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot 


Anyone who is lazy in eulogizing a Torah scholar —byynan ba 
panby 19973: One who lacks diligence in eulogizing a Sage is 
punished by dying before his time. One who mourns and cries 
over the death of an upright person is rewarded (Rambam Sefer 
Shofetim, Hilkhot Evel 12:2). 
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Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba raised an objection to Rabbi Yohanan: 
It is stated: “And the nation worshipped the Lord all the days of 
Joshua and all the days of the Elders, who lived many days after 
Joshua” (Judges 2:7), indicating that the Elders lived long lives 
even though they did not eulogize Joshua properly. Rabbi Yohanan 
said to him: Babylonian, you should be more precise in your 
reading. They indeed lived many days; however, they did not live 
many years. In fact, they did not live to the end of that year. Again 
he asked: But then with regard to the verse “So that your days 
and the days of your children will multiply on the land which 
the Lord your God swore to give to your fathers, as the days of the 
heavens over the earth” (Deuteronomy 11:21), would you also say 
that here the reward is to live many days but not years? He an- 
swered him: A blessing is different and should be interpreted in 
its most expansive sense. 


And Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba said that Rabbi Yohanan said: If one 
of the brothers dies, 


all of the brothers should be concerned, lest their death be ap- 
proaching. Similarly, if one member of a group dies," the entire 
group should be concerned. Some say the concern is greatest if 
the eldest dies. If he, despite his virtues, could not avoid punish- 
ment, others will certainly not be saved. And some say the con- 
cern is greatest if the youngest dies, because the least significant 
people are punished first, and perhaps this is the start of a punish- 
ment for the entire group. 


We learned in the mishna: And anyone who performs labors 
destructively on Shabbat is exempt. Rabbi Abbahu taught this 
baraita before Rabbi Yohanan: Anyone who performs labors 
destructively on Shabbat is exempt, except for one who inflicts 
awound or kindles a fire.™ Rabbi Yohanan said to him: Go teach 
that outside. This baraita is not fit for discussion in the study hall. 
The opinion that deems one liable for inflicting a wound or kin- 
dling a fire on Shabbat is not an accepted teaching and should be 
ignored. And if you want to say that it is a legitimate teaching, 
one who inflicts a wound would only be liable in a case where he 
needed the blood to give to his dog, and one who kindles a fire 
would only be liable in a case where he needs its ashes. 


The Gemara asks: How could Rabbi Abbahu teach this baraita? 
Didnt we learn explicitly in the mishna: Anyone who performs 
labors destructively on Shabbat is exempt, including one who 
inflicts a wound or who kindles a fire? The Gemara answers: In 
his opinion, the mishna is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda, who deems one liable for performing labor which 
is not needed for its own sake, whereas the baraita is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, who exempts in that 
case. The Gemara explains: What is the reason that Rabbi Shi- 
mon deems one who inflicts a wound or kindles a fire on Shabbat 
liable even though these are destructive acts? From the fact that 
a verse was necessary to permit circumcision on Shabbat, by 
inference, in general, one who inflicts a wound is liable. If inflict- 
ing a wound was not prohibited on Shabbat, there would be no 
need to permit circumcision. 


Similarly, from the fact that the Torah prohibited kindling a fire 
on Shabbat even with regard to the execution by burning of a 
priest’s daughter who committed adultery, conclude from it that 
in general, one who ignites a fire on Shabbat is liable. 


rom the publisher 


HALAKHA 


If one member of a group dies — Maw ANAM 349 INK: 
If one member of a group dies, the entire group should 
be concerned (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Evel 13:12; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 394:5). 


Anyone who performs labors destructively is exempt, 
except for one > who inflicts a wound or kindles a 
performs : a destructive ac actis a There is no liability 
if one inflicts a wound on a living being to cause damage. 
However, if one inflicts an injury for the blood from the 
wound, he is liable. Similarly, one who kindles a fire to 
cause damage is exempt on Shabbat, but if he does so 
for the ashes, he is liable (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 1:17, 8:7, 12:1). 


NOTES 


The opinions regarding one who inflicts a wound or 
kindles a fire - yam bain sta mews: This brief pas- 
sage is pivotal in the comprehensive discussion among 
the commentaries and legal authorities with regard to 
the halakha of primary categories of labor not needed for 
their own sake. The Meiri summarizes the issue as follows: 
If one performs a primary category of labor in its standard, 
constructive manner it is an act needed for its own sake. 
An example of this would be the primary category of win- 
nowing. Even though the main goal is to remove the chaff, 
it is still considered a primary category of labor needed 
for its own sake. 

Some actions are considered destructive in one re- 
spect and constructive in another, with the constructive 
aspect not apparent at the time the act is performed. For 
example, if one digs a pit for the dirt, everyone agrees 
hat he is exempt because there is no constructive aspect 
o that action. However, Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Shimon 
disagree with regard to destructive acts whose construc- 
ive purpose is evident at the time of the act. 

Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Shimon also disagree with 
regard to a case where one inflicts a wound or kindles a 
fire as well, but their rulings are contrary to their standard 
opinions with regard to primary categories of labor not 
needed for their own sake. Rabbi Shimon holds that one is 
iable in these two cases by Torah law, while Rabbi Yehuda 
holds that one is exempt in these two cases because they 
are destructive acts. 
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HALAKHA 
The width of a sit - wan amin: The width of a sit is equal to the 
greatest distance between the tips of the thumb and forefinger 
when stretched apart (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
9:7). 


One who traps — ‘%77: One who traps a bird and places it into a 
cage on Shabbat is liable. One who traps a deer in a building or 
pen which is small enough that he can then apprehend the deer 
with little effort, is liable for the primary category of trapping 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 10:19; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 3161). 


NOTES 


Rav Yosef would demonstrate the width of a double sit - 35 
bapp nma gpi’: The commentaries disagree about the meaning of 
this passage and in determining the measure of a sit. According 
to many authorities, the correct version of this text is not double 
[kaful] but bent [kafuf]. A bent sit is measured from the base of the 
thumb to the tip of the forefinger when they are touching, while 
a simple sit is the distance between the thumb and forefinger 
when they are spread apart (Rabbeinu Hananel). Other com- 
mentaries say that a sit is the distance between the forefinger and 
the middle finger, and the word kafuf, or kaful, means that one 
measures the distance between them when one finger is bent, 
which results in a larger measurement (Josafot Rid). The measure 
of a sit is different according to each opinion. 


BACKGROUND 
The width of a sit - wpm ani: 


+ 


e a 


Sit and double sit according to Rashi 


Perek XIII 
Daf106 Amudb 


LANGUAGE 
Enclosure [bivar] — 12a: From the Latin vivarium, a place where 


animals are kept. 


NOTES 
And one may place food before them - nisita pas pain: In 
Tosafot the question of whether or not one is permitted to feed 
animals on a Festival depends on whether or not those animals 
are considered trapped by Torah law. Rashi’s opinion is supported 
in the Jerusalem Talmud that one may not tend to something 
that is not prepared for use on the Festival. Nevertheless, ravens 
and dogs may be fed on Shabbat because they are considered 
prepared for whatever use their owners keep them (Rashba). 
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The Gemara asks: And how does Rabbi Yehuda address this 
proof? The Gemara answers: There, that is a case of a construc- 
tive labor in accordance with the explanation of Rav Ashi. For 
Rav Ashi said: What difference is there to me between repair- 
ing the child through circumcision and repairing a vessel? 
They are both constructive acts. And what difference is there to 
me between cooking a lead wick, as a melted lead wick was 
poured down the throat of the criminal sentenced to execution 
by burning, and cooking herbs used to produce dyes in the 
Tabernacle? The Torah addressed these cases specifically be- 
cause they are constructive, and nothing can be derived from 
them with regard to liability for performance of destructive 
labors. 


We learned in the mishna: The measure that determines liabil- 
ity for one who whitens and for similar prohibited labors is the 

full width of a double sit." Rav Yosef would demonstrate the 

width of a double sit" by indicating the distance between the 

index and middle fingers and instructing the onlookers to dou- 
ble the measure. Rabbi Hiyya bar Ami would demonstrate in 

a simple manner, as he calculated that the distance between the 

thumb and the forefinger is equal to a double sit.” 


MI S HN A Rabbi Yehuda says: One who traps" a 


bird into a closet or cage, and one who 
traps a deer into a house is liable. And the Rabbis say: If one 
traps a bird into a closet 


or traps a deer into a garden, or into a courtyard, or into an 
enclosure [bivar],' he is liable. Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel 
says: Not all enclosures are identical. This is the principle: If 
the trapping of the animal is inadequate and it is still necessary 
to pursue and apprehend it, one is not liable. However, if one 
trapped a deer into an enclosure in which the trapping is not 
inadequate, he is liable. 


G E M A RA We learned in the mishna there in trac- 

tate Beitza: One may not trap fish from 
the enclosures on a Festival, nor may one place food before 
them, because it is prohibited to feed an animal that may not be 
eaten on the Festival. However, one may trap an animal or a 
bird from its enclosures and slaughter them, and one may also 
place food before them." The Gemara raises a contradiction 
from that which was taught in the Tosefta: From enclosures of 
animals, of birds, and of fish, one may not trap on a Festival, 
nor may one place food before them. This is difficult due to a 
contradiction between the ruling with regard to an animal in 
the mishna and the ruling with regard to an animal in the Tosefta. 
This is similarly difficult due to the contradiction between the 
ruling with regard to birds in the mishna and the ruling with 
regard to birds in the Tosefta. 
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The Gemara says: Granted, with regard to the contradiction be- 
tween the ruling concerning an animal in the mishna and the 
ruling concerning an animal in the Tosefta, it is not difficult, be- 
cause this, the Tosefta that prohibits trapping and feeding the 
animals in the enclosures, is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda cited in the mishna that an animal trapped into an 
enclosure whose trapping is inadequate, i.e., it is still necessary to 
pursue and apprehend the animal, is not considered trapped. That, 
i.e, the mishna in Beitza, which permits trapping and feeding the 
animals in the enclosures, is in accordance with the opinion of the 
Rabbis, who said that animals in an enclosure are considered 
trapped. 


However, concerning the contradiction between the ruling with 
regard to birds in the mishna and the ruling with regard to birds 
in the Tosefta, it is difficult. And if you say that the contradiction 
between the ruling with regard to birds in the mishna and the 
ruling with regard to birds in the Tosefta is also not difficult be- 
cause this, the mishna, which permits trapping, is referring to a 
roofed enclosure, in which a bird is considered trapped, and 
therefore there is no prohibition against apprehending it on Shab- 
bat; and that the Tosefta, which prohibits trapping, is referring to 
an unroofed enclosure in which a bird is not considered trapped 
and apprehending it is prohibited, that does not resolve the con- 
tradiction. As with regard to a house, which is roofed, there is no 
dispute, and according to both Rabbi Yehuda and the Rabbis, 
trapping a bird" into a closet, yes, it is considered trapped, while 
trapping it into a house, no, it is not considered trapped. 


Rabba bar Rav Huna said: Here, in the mishna, according to 
which a bird in a house is not considered trapped, we are dealing 
with a free bird, a sparrow, because it does not accept authority. 
That bird is not intimidated and evades capture even in a house, 
as the school of Rabbi Yishmael taught: Why is it called a free 
bird [tzippor dror]?® Because it dwells [dara] in a house as it 
does in a field. Therefore, the distinction between a roofed and 
unroofed enclosure resolves the apparent contradiction between 
the mishna and the Tosefta. The Gemara says: Now that you have 
arrived at this understanding, that the difference between the 
rulings in the two sources is predicated on different circumstanc- 
es and not on a tannaitic dispute, the apparent contradiction be- 
tween the ruling with regard to an animal in the mishna and the 
ruling with regard to an animal in the Tosefta is also not difficult. 
This, the ruling in the Tosefta which prohibits apprehending the 
animal, is referring to a large enclosure from which the animal 
cannot escape, but it can still avoid being apprehended. Therefore, 
the trapping is considered inadequate, and apprehending the 
animal constitutes trapping. That, the ruling in the mishna that 
permits apprehending the animal, is referring to a small enclo- 
sure" in which the animal cannot evade its pursuers and requires 
no further trapping. 


The Gemara asks: What are the circumstances of a large enclo- 
sure and what are the circumstances of a small enclosure? Rav 
Ashi said: Any enclosure where one can run after an animal and 

reach it in one lunge’ is a small enclosure. And any other is a 

large enclosure. Or perhaps: Any enclosure where the shadows 

from the different walls fall upon each other is a small enclosure, 
as all enclosures had a uniform height. And any other is a large 

enclosure. Or perhaps: Any enclosure that does not have a series 

of corners in which the animal could evade capture is a small 

enclosure, and any other is a large enclosure. 


In one lunge — Mw IMA: According to the version that ap- 
pears in the Gemara, this is a small enclosure where one can 
apprehend the animal just by reaching out. A variant reading 


NOTES 
of this passage is: One period [shehiyya instead of shihayya], 
meaning as long as one need not stop and rest while chas- 
ing the animal, but can catch it in a single pursuit (see Meiri). 


HALAKHA 
Trapping a bird - i8% N¥: One who traps a bird inside a 
building is liable. In the case of a house sparrow, one is not 


liable until it is trapped in a cage (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 10:19-20; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 316:1). 


A small or large enclosure — bina 1p Xa: Animals are 
considered trapped only if they have been enclosed in a 
building or pen in which one need not pursue them to 
apprehend them (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
10:19-20; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 316:1). 


BACKGROUND 

Free bird - 1177 39%: The house sparrow [tzippor dror], Passer 
domesticus biblicus, is found throughout the world in close 
proximity to human habitation. Since this bird lives among 
people and it sometimes enters their homes, one is not 
liable for trapping it in a house, because it continues to fly 
from place to place. The name tzippor dror, literally, a bird of 
freedom, connotes the fact that this bird, like many other 
birds, cannot live in captivity and survives in a cage with 
great difficulty. 


House sparrow 
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NOTES 

Learn the lesson, let it be like a song — xmyiat Waa KYA 
xn: This is a folk expression applied to foolish students: 
Learn everything, right and wrong, and you will be able to 
sing it (Rashi). Elsewhere, Rashi explains that Abaye's teacher 
taught him that the halakha is in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel. Abaye answered: If there 
is no disagreement, why state the halakha at all? Is it just a 
song? It is impossible to explain that all Rav Yosef was saying 
was that the halakha is not in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehuda, because it is clear that in a dispute with 
Rabbi Yehuda, the halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of the Rabbis. Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel agrees with the 
Rabbis. Rav Yosef preferred to teach the halakha in the name 
of Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel rather than in the name of 
the Rabbis (Rashba). 


A deer that is sick due to a fever - KAW mama mbina: The 
Arukh explains this differently. If the animal is sickwith a fever, 
it cannot run away. However, if it is merely sick or exhausted, 
then it can still flee. 


HALAKHA 


One who traps a deer that is blind or sleeping. ..a lame, 
old, or sick deer — 1p 997...180 KaD +y TT: One who 
traps a deer that is blind or sleeping, or any ‘other animal 
that will flee when touched, is liable. If the animal is sick or 
old or unable to flee, he is exempt (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 10:21, 24; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 316:2). 


Any insect whose species is typically trapped — imaw 4p 
‘tix: By Torah law, one is liable only for trapping a creature 
that people typically trap. Nevertheless, it is prohibited to 
trap those animals that are not typically trapped, though he 
is not liable (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 10:24; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 316:3). 


A deer that entered a house — mo DW vay: If a deer 
entered a building on its own (Mishna Berura) and someone 
locked it inside, he is liable for trapping. If two people locked 
the building together, although a primary category of labor 
was performed, because they did it together neither is liable, 
so long as one of them was capable of performing the act 
alone. However, if the action required both people, they are 
both liable (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 10: 23; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 316:5). 


BACKGROUND 


Cicadas — }*3: The Cicada orni is a species of cicada, an insect 
with four wings of equal size. The cicada consumes primarily 
plant nectar, and its excrement is sweet and is apparently the 
“honey” mentioned in certain sources. Male cicadas have a 
special body part that chirps and buzzes, and this seems to 
be the source of its onomatopoetic name in the Gemara, 
gazin, based on its buzzing sound. 


Cicada 


134 


PEREK XIII : 106B 


“ap ytay pap 


yay vais bebas ja pyw aY 
WON TA WY ADP 37 WN 
1a pyn ya nba Srna 
pasha wax > vos bobas 
KRINN a sass phot boon 
ina ND > X ann b 

NID KTN, 


2M - ON ND AY WT PATINA 
ware TY vars AbD - MIM PN WN 
ATT MID OND AT MW NTD-ADY ab 
“pay wb- on aah pay - 37 
12y 1n - Toin: OT) mob 
nbina - KI NWD xb: mew 34 
nana mbina- KI XDW NANA 

KIYIN 


POY PR PRN WI I aA 
PPI- Nawa pean 
- iv) naw bp DRIK OEM 
mpg - Hx) a pew Soran 
-byn ny Wa DAN ETT PN NAN 
awox an - swt nywa ws 
ninbpn VI ON WIN NITA 12 
13 ee) ab KYD. TDI- TIN 
PNP MDIDN IKON KUNN CIT 
- Sen nywa pain wn yaw xn 
ayy ayn - NWT YWIS 
rw nywa tear IKKIN] 

pa - NIKI nindpn v7 ox 


any Syn mad ow vay 9019 
xb; pres - pw bn „m - w93 
pen - pw byn bind: an bis» 

Wis yaw ran 


We learned in the mishna that Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: 

Not all enclosures are identical. It depends whether the trapping 

of the animal is inadequate, in which case one is liable for trapping, 
or whether the trapping is not inadequate, in which case one is 

exempt. Rav Yosef said that Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: 

The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabban Shimon 

ben Gamliel in this matter. Abaye said to him: If you rule the 

halakha in accordance with his opinion, does that mean by infer- 
ence that the Rabbis disagree, or perhaps there is no dispute and 

everyone accepts the opinion of Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel? 

Rav Yosef said to him: What difference is there to you whether 

or not the Rabbis disagree? In either case the halakha is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel. He an- 
swered him using a folk expression: Is it simply learn the lesson, 
let it be like a song?” In other words, is it sufficient to simply 
parrot the halakhic ruling? Rather, it is necessary to examine the 

issue to understand it even ifit does not yield a practical halakhic 

difference. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: One who traps a deer on Shabbat 
that is blind or sleeping is liable. One who traps a lame, old, or 
sick deer" is exempt. Abaye said to Rav Yosef: What is different 
about these cases and what is different about those cases? Rav 
Yosef answered: These, the blind or sleeping deer, are likely to 
run away when they feel that they are being touched; therefore, 
they require trapping. However, these, the crippled, old, and sick 
deer, are not likely to run away and are therefore considered to 
be already trapped. The Gemara asks: Wasn't it taught in a barai- 
ta that one who traps a sick deer is liable? Rav Sheshet said: This 
is not difficult. This baraita, in which a sick deer is not considered 
trapped and one who traps it is liable is referring to a deer that is 
sick due to a fever," which can still flee; that baraita, in which the 
deer is considered trapped and one who traps it is exempt is refer- 
ring to a deer that is sick with fatigue and is incapable of fleeing. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: One who traps locusts, cicadas,’ 
hornets, or mosquitoes on Shabbat is liable. This is the state- 
ment of Rabbi Meir. And the Rabbis say: Not every insect is the 
same in this matter. If one traps any insect whose species is typi- 
cally trapped" for personal use, he is liable, and if one traps any 
insect whose species is typically not trapped for personal use, he 
is exempt. It was taught in another baraita: One who traps lo- 
custs when there is dew is exempt. Since it is cold at that time, 
the locusts are paralyzed. If one traps them when it is hot, he is 
liable. Elazar ben Mehavai says: If the locusts were swarming, 
one is exempt for trapping them, because no effort is necessary 
to apprehend them. A dilemma was raised before them: Does 
the statement of Elazar ben Mehavai apply to the first clause of 
the baraita, ruling stringently that one is liable for trapping locusts 
even when there is dew unless they are swarming; or does it apply 
to the latter clause of the baraita, ruling leniently that one is ex- 
empt when trapping locusts, even in the heat when they are 
swarming? Come and hear a resolution to this dilemma based on 
a source that addresses the point explicitly: One who traps lo- 
custs when there is dew is exempt; one who traps locusts when 
it is hot is liable. Elazar ben Mehavai says: Even when it is hot, 
if they were swarming, one is exempt. 


MI S H N If a deer entered a house" on its own and 
one locked the door before it, he is liable 
for trapping. If two people locked the door, they are exempt, 
because neither performed a complete labor. If one person is in- 
capable of locking the door and two people locked it, they are 
liable because that is the typical manner of performing that labor. 
And Rabbi Shimon deems them exempt as he holds that two 
people who perform a single labor are never liable by Torah law. 
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G E M ARA Rabbi Yirmeya bar Abba said that Shmuel 


said: One who traps a lion on Shabbat" is 
not liable for trapping unless he traps it in its cage, and until that 
point it is not considered trapped. 
MI S H N A If one person sat in the entrance" of a court- 
yard in which there is a deer, but did not fill 
the entire doorway, and a second person sat and filled it, the sec- 
ond person is liable because he completed the labor of trapping. 
However, if the first person sat in the doorway and filled it, and a 
second person came and sat next to him, the first person is liable 
and the second is exempt even if the first person stood and went 
away, leaving the second one to secure the deer. The mishna ex- 
plains: To what is this second person's action similar? To one who 
locks his house" to secure it, and it turns out a deer that was 
trapped before Shabbat is also secured inside it. In that case, he is 


exempt even though he enhances security on the deer, because he 
did not trap the animal. 


G E M ARA Rabbi Abba said that Rav Hiyya bar Ashi 

said that Rav said: Ifa bird flew under the 
flaps of one’s clothing" on Shabbat and cannot get out, he may sit 
and secure it until dark" and then take it. Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak 
raised an objection based on that which we learned in the mishna: 
If the first person sat in the doorway and filled it, and a second 
person came and sat next to him, the first person is liable and the 
second is exempt, even if the first person stood and went. What, 
does this not mean here, as it does throughout tractate Shabbat, that 
he is exempt after the fact, but it is prohibited to do so ab initio? 
How then could Rav say one may sit and secure the bird ab initio? 
The Gemara rejects this: No, the statement in the mishna means that 
he is exempt and it is permitted" ab initio. The Gemara adds: So 
too, it is reasonable to explain the mishna that way from the fact 
that it was taught in the latter clause of the mishna: To what is this 
second person’s action similar? To one who locks his house to 
secure it, and it turns out a deer that was trapped before Shabbat 
is also secured inside it. By inference, he is exempt and it is per- 
mitted, just like one who locks the door to his house. The Gemara 
concludes: Indeed, learn from it that it is so. 


Some say a slightly different version. Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak 
said: We too learned support for Rav’s statement in the mishna: 
Even if the first person stood and went, the first person is liable 
and the second is exempt. What, does this not mean that he is 
exempt, and it is permitted? The Gemara rejects this: No, he is 
exempt and it is prohibited. Rav Nahman said: That is impossible, 
from the fact that it is taught in the latter clause of the mishna: To 
what is this second person’s action similar? To one who locks his 
house to secure it and it turns out a deer that was trapped before 
Shabbat is also secured inside it. By inference, he is exempt and 
it is permitted, just like one who locks the door to his house. The 
Gemara concludes: Indeed, learn from it that it is so. 


NOTES 


He may sit and secure it until dark - Jwnaw ty iawn awi: 
One might ask: If the bird is already trapped, why does one need 
to sit and secure it until dark? Why can't he simply carry it away? 


The answer is unrelated to the issue of trapping. The bird is set 
aside and cannot be moved because it was not prepared before 
Shabbat (Rashba). 


HALAKHA 
One who traps a lion on Shabbat - nawa "x 137: To be 
liable on Shabbat, one who traps a lion or other dangerous 
animal has to trap it in an appropriate cage (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 10:19). 


One person sat in the entrance - nna by ‘Tn aw: If a 
deer entered a building, and a person sat in the “doorway 
without completely blocking the entrance, and then another 
person came and completed the blocking of the entrance by 
sitting in the doorway as well, the latter is liable. If the first 
person completely blocked the entrance but left after the 
second person sat down, the first person is liable by Torah 
law and the second one is exempt. In this case, it is even 
permitted for the second person to sit there while the first 
one is securing the animal (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 10:23; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 316:6). 


NOTES 
To what is this similar? To one who locks his house - ny) 
inva nyg bidh matt mt: Some commentaries compare the 
second person to one who had a deer closed up in his house 
and he came and added a lock to the door. Even though he 
intends to further secure the deer, he is certainly exempt 
because the deer was already trapped (Ran). 


HALAKHA 
If a bird flew under the flaps of one’s clothing - b np) 
v22 NNN Wiss: If a bird flew underneath the flaps of one's 
clothing on Shabbat, he is permitted to guard it until after 
Shabbat, as stated by Rabbi Abba (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 10:23). 


The first person sat in the doorway...he is exempt and 
it is permitted - 1pm 103...097 by PWX aw”: Ifa deer 
entered a building and a person sat in the doorway com- 
pletely blocking the entrance, another person may come 
and sit next to him. If the first person leaves the second 
individual there, the first person is liable, while the second 
one is exempt from all liability and is permitted to stay (Ram- 
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 10:23; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 316:6). 
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HALAKHA 


All exempt rulings in the halakhot of Shabbat - pws da 
naw: The term “exempt” used in the context of Shabbat 
means that the Torah does not obligate one to bring a 
sin-offering, nor does one incur excision for performing 
this act. Nevertheless, the Sages prohibited these acts. 
However, there are several exceptions to this rule, where 
the word “exempt” means that one is not merely exempt 
but that performance of the action is in fact permitted 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 1:3). 


One who drains an abscess containing pus - 09137 
DN: One is permitted to puncture a boil containing 


pus on Shabbat if the intention is to drain the fluid from it, 


even if the boil also contains blood. This is allowed on the 
condition that one does not apply pressure to the wound, 


thereby extracting blood from it (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 


Hilkhot Shabbat 10:17; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 328:28). 


One who traps a snake on Shabbat - nawa wna 47: 
One who traps a snake on Shabbat in order to use it is 
liable. However, it is permitted to trap a snake to prevent 
it from biting (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
10:25; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 316:7). 
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With regard to this issue Shmuel said: With regard to all exempt 
rulings in the halakhot of Shabbat," although one who performs 
the action is exempt by Torah law, his action is prohibited by 
rabbinic law, with the exception of these three for which he is 
exempt and it is permitted to perform the action. 

One is this case of the deer. And from what source do we conclude 
that one is exempt and it is permitted? From the fact that it was 
taught in the latter clause of the mishna: To what is this second 
person’s action similar? To one who locks his house to secure 
it and it turns out a deer that was trapped before Shabbat is also 
secured inside. 

And another example where he is exempt and it is permitted is: 
One who drains an abscess containing pus" on Shabbat, if he 
did so to create a permanent opening in it, he is liable. However, 
ifhe did so to drain fluid from it, he is exempt. And from what 
source do we conclude that one is exempt and it is permit- 
ted? As we learned in a mishna: A hand needle used for sewing 
clothes may be moved on Shabbat to remove a thorn. Apparently, 
removing a thorn on Shabbat is permitted ab initio to the extent 
that one is even permitted to move a needle for that purpose. 

And another case is: One who traps a snake on Shabbat," if he 
deals with it so that it will not bite him and in doing so traps 
it, he is exempt. However, if he traps it for medicinal purposes, 
he is liable. And from what source do we conclude that one is 
exempt and it is permitted? As we learned in a mishna: One 
may overturn a bowl on top of a lamp ab initio on Shabbat so 
that the fire will not take hold in the ceiling beam; and similarly, 
one may overturn a bowl on top of a child’s feces so that he will 
not touch it and dirty himself, and on top of a scorpion so it 
will not bite, and the ruling is the same with regard to a snake. 
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Weaving and other categories of labor related to the production of yarn and fabric 
and their treatment were divided from a halakhic perspective into two groups. The 
first group was the category of weaving itself and other categories that serve as a 
basis for it or its subcategories [toladot]. These essentially involve the combination 
of several separate threads into one entity that has a function within the context of 
weaving, either by arranging the loom or otherwise facilitating the process of weav- 
ing. With regard to this group, it is generally determined that the minimum quantity 
is two threads, or two loops of thread [batei nirin], each with its own specific rules. 


The second group of categories is comprised of those actions involved in the treat- 
ment of the threads of the fabric or the finished garment, whether by spinning, 
dyeing, or whitening. Here, the minimum length is established as the width of a 
sit, the distance between the tip of the thumb and the tip of the index finger when 
they are extended. This is also the minimum measure for other activities related to 
weaving. Indeed, some of the details related to these categories of labor, particularly 
the category of whitening, are treated in other chapters at greater length and with 
further clarification. 


The other subject of this chapter, the category of trapping, was defined from several 
perspectives: The basic nature of this category of labor was defined as causing an ani- 
mal to enter a place from which it cannot leave, but only if that animal initially could 
have left that place on its own. Capturing a captured animal, whether because it was 
already trapped by another person, or because it cannot escape due to its weakness 
or injuries, is not considered a violation of the prohibited labor of trapping. 


It was also concluded that not every animal is subject to the biblically based prohibi- 
tion of trapping, so that one is not liable for capturing animals that are not customar- 
ily trapped or hunted, or for which there is no practical use. 


Also, with regard to trapping performed cooperatively by two individuals, here too, 
the rule applies that one is not liable for an action performed jointly unless that ac- 
tion could not be performed by an individual acting alone. 


Several matters pertaining to trapping that are not comprehensively discussed in this 
chapter are clarified in Chapter Fourteen. 
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This chapter deals with two subjects that are only minimally related to each other. It 
begins with a continuation of the discussion of the laws of trapping, which began in 
the previous chapter. Slaughtering is enumerated in the list of thirty-nine categories 
of primary labor after trapping. This primary category of slaughtering includes two 
major subcategories, wounding and killing. In order to advance the discussion and 
to specify the animals for which the prohibition to take a life applies, it is necessary 
to determine what is considered a living creature. 


Clarification of the primary labor of wounding is even more complex. The term 
wounding as it is used in the Torah denotes shedding blood, whether by causing 
blood to flow out of the organism or by causing blood contained in the blood vessels 
to be displaced and accumulate underneath the skin, as in the case of a bruise. This 
definition necessitates the making of various distinctions pertaining to the laws of 
wounding on Shabbat. For example, is the skin of all living organisms considered skin 
in this regard, in which case one who causes any animal an internal wound is liable? 
Or perhaps there are creatures whose skin is not considered skin for these purposes. 
The first section of this chapter elucidates this and other questions. 


Most of this chapter deals with the laws of healing on Shabbat, a realm which is only 
indirectly related to wounding. It has already been explained in earlier chapters that 

the Sages prohibited medical treatment on Shabbat, except in life-threatening situa- 
tions. It was determined that the reason for this prohibition is to prevent the prepara- 
tion of medicinal substances on Shabbat. Such preparation involves the prohibited 

labors of grinding and crushing, as well as other Torah prohibitions. Due to this 

concern, various medical treatments, even many that do not involve the ingestion of 
medicine, were prohibited. Thus, this chapter specifies and defines various healing 
procedures. Some are prohibited because they are well-known cures. Others remain 

permitted because performance of these actions does not necessarily indicate that 
one is engaging in a healing practice, since perfectly healthy people also engage in 

these activities. The explanation of this rule, as well as an enumeration of the circum- 
stances under which it applies, is the subject of this chapter. 
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creeping animals’ mentioned in 
the Torah, one who traps them or wounds" them 
on Shabbat is liable." The Torah states: “The following 
shall be impure for you among the creeping animals that 
swarm upon the earth: The weasel, and the mouse, and 
the dab lizard® of every variety; and the gecko, and the 
land-crocodile, and the lizard, and the skink,® and the 
chameleon” (Leviticus 11:29-30). With regard to other 
abominations and crawling things, one who wounds 
them is exempt. One who traps them fora specific need 
is liable; one who traps them for no specific need is ex- 
empt. With regard to animals or birds that are in his 
possession," i.e., an animal that is domesticated and under 
someone's control, one who traps them is exempt; and, 
however, one who wounds them is liable. 


G E M ARA The Gemara asks: From the fact 

that it is taught in the mishna: 
One who wounds them is liable, by inference they have 
skins. One is liable for inflicting a wound only when there 
is skin covering the flesh and the blood pools beneath it." 
Who is the tanna who teaches this? Shmuel said: It is 
Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri, as we learned in a mishna that 
Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri says: The eight creeping ani- 
mals that are listed in the Torah have skins. Their flesh 
transmits impurity, but their skin does not transmit impu- 
rity. The Rabbis say that both the skin and the flesh of 
some creeping animals transmit impurity. Rabba bar Rav 
Huna said that Rav said: Even if you say that the mishna 
is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, the Rab- 
bis disagree with Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri only with 
regard to the matter of impurity, as it is written after the 
Torah lists the creeping animals: “Those are for you the 
impure among the creeping animals, whoever touches 
them when they are dead shall become impure until eve- 
ning” (Leviticus 11:31). The Rabbis derive from the extra- 
neous term: “Those are for you the impure,” to include 
the fact that the skins of the creatures in the second verse 
transmit impurity just as their flesh does. However, with 
regard to the halakhot of Shabbat, even the Rabbis con- 
cede that their skin is distinct from their flesh. 


The Gemara asks: And, with regard to Shabbat, they do 
not disagree? Wasn't the following taught in a baraita? 
One who traps one of the eight creeping animals men- 
tioned in the Torah or one who wounds them is liable; 
this is the statement of Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri. And 
the Rabbis say: The term skin is utilized only 


Trapping creeping animals - wy% Py: One is liable 
for trapping or wounding any of the eight creeping ani- 
mals mentioned in the Torah. One who wounds or traps 
other creeping animals for no particular need is exempt, 
although doing so is prohibited. However, one is liable 
for trapping these animals for a particular need. Accord- 
ing to the Rambam, one is liable even for trapping one 
of these animals for no particular need (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 8:9, 10:21; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 


Hayyim 316:8). 


An animal or bird that is in his possession - 4iy1 mn 
imwa: On Shabbat, an individual may trap domesticated 
animals by encouraging them to enter a small enclosure 
and locking them in there. However, it is prohibited to trap 
these creatures with one's hands (Mishna Berura). Other au- 
thorities are more stringent and prohibit trapping domesti- 
cated animals ab initio (Rema in the name of Hagahot Hakif). 
This opinion is shared by many later authorities (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 10:24; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 316:12). 


The eight creeping animals - Drw niw: p- There is no clear oral tra- 
dition with regard to the identity of the eight creeping animals listed 
in the Torah. Therefore, determining their identity involves educated 
conjecture. Even commonly accepted identifications, such as the 
dab lizard [tzav] and the mouse [akhbar], are subject to debate. In 
addition, the Talmud's description of the skins of these animals is 
insufficient to provide definitive identifications. 


Dab lizard [tzav] - ay: Although the term tzav commonly refers to 
the turtle in modern Hebrew, some commentaries assert that the 
animal that appears on the list of eight impure creeping animals is 
the Uromastix aegyptia, known as the dab lizard. This is a large reptile, 
up to 56 cm long, found primarily in the Negev. The dab lizard has 
a hard, spiked tail. 


Dab lizard 


Skink - vnin: The various types of scincidae [homet] are reptiles 
similar to lizards, but with shorter legs that are sometimes com- 
pletely withered. The homet generally lives in sand, and its skin is 
tight on its body. 


One who...wounds - Sain: Inflicting a wound is not a primary 
category of labor. It is a subcategory, although the Sages disputed 
under which primary category it is categorized. Most commentaries 
conclude that wounding is a subcategory of slaughtering. Therefore, 
one who inflicts a wound is liable for taking a life. The rationale is 
that wounding is like partial killing (Tosafot; Ramban; Rashba). Other 
commentaries explain that inflicting a wound is included within the 
labor of extracting, which is a subcategory of threshing, since inflict- 
ing a wound extracts blood from its place (Rambam). 


The relationship between skins and a wound - abam sip: Ac- 
cording to the mishna and the Gemara, liability for wounding an 
animal depends on the nature of its skin. Some commentaries 
explain that since wounding is a subcategory of slaughtering, 
which was performed in the Temple only on animals with hides, 
the prohibition against wounding applies only to creatures with 
skins (Rav Sherira Gaon). According to the authorities who hold 
that wounding is a subcategory of dyeing, liability is for dyeing the 
skins (Rashi; Ramban). A third opinion is that the presence of skin 
on the animal is necessary only to establish liability when blood is 
not shed. When blood is shed, there is liability even if there is no 
skin. If an animal does have a skin, one is liable for bruising it even 
if no blood emerges (Rosh). 
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HALAKHA 

One who wounds creeping animals — py wa baina: One 
who inflicts a wound upon one of the eight creeping ani- 
mals listed in the Torah on Shabbat is liable if the act causes 
a hematoma or a bruise beneath the skin. This ruling is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri, as 
the Gemara concludes that the Rabbis agree with him with 
regard to the laws of Shabbat. One is liable for wounding 
other creatures only if the wound causes them to bleed 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 8:9; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 316:8). 


BACKGROUND 

Lizard [/eta'a] - mv: The identity of the /etaa is almost 
certainly one of the many species of lizards, Lacertidae, that 
have a body structure similar to the one in the illustration. 
The length of the male lizard is 15-25 cm. The hands of Lacer- 
tidae are stretched open and they are fast runners. Their skin 
is generally so soft that it wrinkles, although in some species 
the skin is tight on the body. 


Small-spotted lizard 
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with regard to those animals enumerated by the Sages as having 
skin, since their skin is considered by the Sages to be similar to 
their flesh. The Gemara asks: On the contrary, those that the 
Sages enumerated, whose skin and flesh are equated, do not have 
skins. And Abaye said: This is what the tanna in the baraita is 
saying: Only those that the Sages did not enumerate have skin 
discrete from their flesh. Rava said to him: Doesn’t the baraita 
say the opposite: That those enumerated by the Sages have skin 
discrete from their flesh? Rather, Rava said: This is what the 
baraita is saying: Only the skin of those animals enumerated by 
the Sages transmits impurity like flesh. The Gemara asks: Is that 
to say by inference that Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri holds that even 
the creeping animals not enumerated by the Sages also transmit 
impurity? Isn’t the opposite taught, that Rabbi Yohanan ben 
Nuri says: The eight creeping animals have skin that does not 
transmit impurity? Rav Adda bar Mattana said to resolve it this 
way: And the Rabbis say: With regard to impurity, those ani- 
mals enumerated by the Sages do not have skin. According to 
this explanation, Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri and the Rabbis dis- 
agree only with regard to the laws of impurity. 


But still, is it clear that they do not disagree with regard to the 
matter of Shabbat? Wasn’t it taught in a baraita: One who traps 
one of the eight creeping animals mentioned in the Torah on 
Shabbat is liable, as is one who wounds them," if they are creep- 
ing animals that have skins? And what is considered to be an 
irreversible wound? It is a wound where the blood collects in a 
single spot beneath the skin, even if it does not emerge. Rabbi 
Yohanan ben Nuri says: The eight creeping animals have skins. 
Apparently, there is disagreement with regard to Shabbat as well. 


Rav Ashi said: Who is the first tanna? It is Rabbi Yehuda, who 

follows the texture of the skin. He does not distinguish between 

those creeping animals whose skin is considered like flesh and 

those whose skin is discrete from the flesh as the verses may imply; 

rather, creeping animals are distinguished based on the texture of 
their skin, as we learned in a mishna that Rabbi Yehuda says: 

Even though the lizard’ is mentioned in the verse, it has the same 

ruling as the weasel because the weasel has skin discrete from its 

flesh. However, the Rabbis, who disagree with Rabbi Yohanan 

with regard to impurity, concede with regard to Shabbat and 

hold that all creeping animals have skins." The Gemara asks: If so, 
the phrase in the baraita: This is the statement of Rabbi Yohanan 

ben Nuri, is difficult. It should have said: This is the statement 

of Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri and those who disagree with him, 
as the Rabbis who disagree with him with regard to impurity 
concede to him with regard to the laws of Shabbat. The Gemara 

responds: This is not difficult. Emend the baraita and teach: The 

statement of Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri and those who disagree 

with him. 


The skin of creeping animals [sheratzim] - Dy Ww niniy: The 
dispute between the Rabbis with regard to the skins of creeping 
animals is based on the midrashic interpretation of the follow- 


NOTES 


since the verse uses the term: "The following,’ at the start of the 
passage, it also suggests an exclusion that would limit this law 
in some way. The Rabbis understood that the previous inclusion, 


ing verses: “The following shall be impure for you among the that the skin transmits impurity just like the flesh, applies only 
creeping animals that swarm upon the earth: The rat, and the to the creatures listed in the second verse. However, according 


mouse, and the dab lizard of every variety, and the gecko, and 
the monitor, and the lizard, and the skink. These are they which 


to Rabbi Yehuda, this is not derived only from the verses them- 
selves but also by examining the nature of a creature's skin and 


are unclean to you among all that swarm” (Leviticus 11:29-31). flesh. Some commentaries argue that all agree that these verses 


The Sages assumed that the definite article in the phrase “the 


swarming things’ teaches that the hide of these sheratzim trans- 


mits impurity in the same way that their flesh does. However, 


include and exclude. The Rabbis disagree with Rabbi Yehuda 
only concerning the skin of the lizard; they accept his opinion 
with regard to all other matters (see Rashba). 
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Levi raised a dilemma before Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi: From where 

is it derived that a wound is defined as something irreversible? He 

answered him that it is derived as it is written: “Can a Cushite 

change his skin, or a leopard its spots [havarburotav]?” ( Jeremi- 
ah 13:23). The Gemara explains: What does havarburotav mean? If 
you say that they are spotted marks on the leopard’s skin, that 
phrase: Or a leopard its spots, should have been: Or a leopard its 

colors. Rather, havarburotav means wounds, and they are similar 
to the skin of a Cushite: Just like the skin of a Cushite will not 
change its color to white, so too a wound is something that does 

not reverse. 


We learned in the mishna: And one who traps other abominations 
is exempt. The Gemara infers: If one kills them he is liable. The 
Gemara asks: Who is the tanna who holds this opinion? Rabbi 
Yirmeya said: It is the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, as it was taught 
in a baraita that Rabbi Eliezer says: One who kills lice on Shabbat 
is akin to one who kills a camel on Shabbat. Apparently, he is the 
Sage who holds that one is liable for killing any living creature. Rav 
Yosef strongly objects to this: Perhaps this is not so, as the Rabbis 
disagree with Rabbi Eliezer only with regard to lice, which do not 
procreate. However, with regard to other abominations and 
crawling things that procreate," they do not disagree with him. 


And fundamentally they both derived this halakha from the red- 
dened ram skins used to cover the Tabernacle. Rabbi Eliezer holds 
that liability for killing an animal on Shabbat exists only with regard 
to animals like rams. Just as rams have their lives taken and die, so 
too, one is liable for killing any animal whose life is taken, includ- 
ing lice. And the Rabbis also hold that liability for killing an animal 
on Shabbat exists only with regard to animals like rams. Just as 
rams procreate, so too, one is liable for killing any creature that 
procreates. One is not liable for killing lice, which do not procreate. 
Abaye said to Rav Yosef: And lice do not procreate? Didn’t the 
Master say: The Holy One, Blessed be He, sits and sustains every- 
thing from the horns of wild oxen to the eggs of lice? Apparently, 
lice reproduce by laying eggs. Rav Yosef answered him: There is a 
species of insect that is called lice eggs, but lice themselves do not 
actually lay eggs. 


Again he asked: And wasn’t it taught in the baraita that lists types 
of creeping animals: Tefuyei, a type of insect, and lice eggs? He 
answered him: There is a species of insect called lice eggs. Again 
he asked: And still, there is the issue of a flea, which procreates 
according to all opinions, and nevertheless, it was taught in a ba- 
raita: With regard to one who traps a flea on Shabbat, Rabbi 
Eliezer deems him liable and Rabbi Yehoshua deems him exempt. 
Rav Ashi said: Are you raising a contradiction between trapping 
with killing? Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Yehoshua disagree only in 
that one Sage, Rabbi Eliezer, holds that one is liable for trapping 
even a species that is not typically trapped;" and one Sage, Rabbi 
Yehoshua, holds that one is exempt in that case. However, with 
regard to killing, even Rabbi Yehoshua concedes that one is liable. 


HALAKHA 


Other abominations and crawling things that procreate - w 
PIN paT OWA DPW: The Sages all agree that one who kills 
vermin and crawling things on Shabbat is liable if they are of a 
species that procreates (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
11:2; Tur, Orah Hayyim 316:9). 


One who traps creeping animals - D»¥Ww 4¥71: One who traps 


creeping animals on Shabbat is liable only if they are a type 
of animal that people generally trap. However, one is not li- 
able for trapping fleas and other similar creatures, which are not 
generally trapped. However, it is prohibited to do so by rabbinic 
decree. One who kills creatures, even of this latter type, is liable 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 11:2; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 316:9). 
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HALAKHA 
One who removes a fish from the sea — 097 p2 37 mwa: 
One who removes a fish from the sea on Shabbat and leaves 
it out of the water is liable for slaughtering, if an area of 
skin the size of a sela dries up between the fins of the fish 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 11:1). 


One who reached his hand into the innards of an animal 

on Shabbat and detached a fetus that was in its womb — 
ynaw say ban mana ygyi win: One who inserts 

his hand into an animal's innards on Shabbat and detaches 

a fetus from its womb is liable for slaughtering (Maggid 

Mishne; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 11:1). 


BACKGROUND 
Hops — xmwa: Hops is a plant that belongs to the Convolvu- 
laceae family. The various species of hops wrap themselves 
around other plants and extract their nutrients from them. 
They have very thin stalks and do not have leaves. They 
feed by drawing nutrition through root-like ducts, which 
penetrate the stalk of their host plant. Hops can be found 
throughout Israel, primarily attached to annual plants or 


small bushes. 


‘ 
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Hops wrapped around another plant 
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We learned in the mishna that one who traps creeping animals 
for a specific need is liable, but one who traps them for no 
specific need is exempt. The Gemara asks: Who is the tanna 
who holds this way? Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: It is Rab- 
bi Shimon, who said that for a prohibited labor performed not 
for its own sake, one is exempt. 


Some taught the statement of Rav in reference to this: With 
regard to one who drains an abscess in a boil containing pus 
on Shabbat, if his intention is to create an opening for it he is 
liable; if his intention is to remove pus from it he is exempt. 
The Gemara asks: Who is the tanna who holds this way? Rav 
Yehuda said that Rav said: It is Rabbi Shimon, who said that 
for a prohibited labor performed not for its own sake, one is 
exempt. 


Some teach the statement of Rav as referring to this: With 
regard to one who traps a snake on Shabbat, if he engages in 
its trapping so it does not bite him, he is exempt; if he does so 
for medicinal purposes he is liable. The Gemara asks: Who is 
the tanna who holds this way? Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: 
It is Rabbi Shimon, who said that for a prohibited labor per- 
formed not for its own sake, one is exempt. 


Shmuel said: With regard to one who removes a fish from the 
sea," when an area on the skin of the fish has dried up the size 
ofa sela, he is liable. A fish in that condition cannot survive, and 
therefore the individual who removed it from the water is liable 
for killing it. Rabbi Yosei bar Avin said: That is so as long as 
the skin that dried is between its fins. Rav Ashi said: Do not 
say that this halakha applies only in a case where it actually 
dried. Rather, it applies even if the fish has dried to the extent 
that mucus has formed, and if one were to touch that area it 
would stick to his fingers. 


Mar bar Hamdurei said that Shmuel said: One who reached 
his hand into the innards of an animal on Shabbat and de- 
tached a fetus that was in its womb™ is liable. The Gemara 
asks: What is the reason for this? It does not make sense to 
consider the fetus as a full-fledged living creature. Rava said: 
Bar Hamdurei explained this to me. Didn’t Rav Sheshet say: 
One who detaches hops’ on Shabbat from the shrubs and 
thorns on which they are growing is liable for uprooting an 
object from its place of growth? Here, too, in the case of the 
fetus, one is liable for uprooting an object from its place of 
growth. Abaye said: One who detached 


NOTES 


One who reached his hand into the innards of an animal 
and detached a fetus that was in its womb — wy it wwin 
mynaw say dabn maja: Some commentaries explain that the 


Gemara’s term for detaching a fetus from an animal's womb, 


uprooting an object from its place of growth, is a figure of 
speech. One who detaches a fetus from the womb of an animal 
is indeed liable for taking a life (Ramban). Other commentaries 


posit that an unborn fetus is not a living creature. Therefore, 


one is not liable for killing it; one is liable only for uprooting an 


item from its place of growth. The Meiri maintains that one is 
liable for taking a life only if the fetus dies immediately when 
he detaches it. Some authorities say that one who uproots 
an object from its place of growth is liable for the primary 
category of reaping. A similar conclusion emerges from the 
Jerusalem Talmud, which indicates that one who removes a 
fish from water is liable for reaping. There are those who say 
that one who detaches a fetus is liable for shearing (Tosafot; 
Tosefot Rid). 
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a mushroom" from the handle of a pitcher" on Shabbat is liable for 
uprooting an object from its place of growth. Rav Oshaya raised an 
objection from that which we learned: One who detaches a plant on 
Shabbat from a perforated flowerpot is liable, and one who detaches a 
plant from an imperforate pot is exempt. A plant that grows in an im- 
perforate pot is not considered connected to the ground. One who de- 
taches it is not uprooting it from its place of growth. The Gemara answers: 
There, in the case of an imperforate pot, that is not the way a plant grows. 
Plants are generally planted in the ground; a plant in a perforated pot is 
disconnected from the ground. Whereas here, in an imperforate pot, that 
is the way it grows. The plant is considered connected to the ground. 


We learned in the mishna: One who wounds an animal or a bird on 
Shabbat is liable. Rav Huna said: One may write phylacteries on the 
skin of a kosher bird." Rav Yosef said: What is he teaching us with this 
statement? If he is teaching us that a bird has skin, we already learned 
that: One who wounds an animal or a bird is liable. Since there is liabil- 
ity only if a wound forms beneath the skin, apparently a bird has skin. 
Abaye said to him: He is teaching us many things, for if I had only 
learned from the mishna, I would have said the following: Since the 
skin of a bird has many holes from which the feathers grow, one should 
not be allowed to write sacred matters on it. Therefore, he teaches us as 
they say in the West, i.e., in Eretz Yisrael: Any hole over which ink 
passes and does not penetrate it, is not considered a hole" that invali- 
dates the writing. 


Rabbi Zeira raised an objection to the conclusion that the skin of a bird 
is considered skin. Didn't we learn in a baraita that the verse: “And he 
shall rend it by its wings without creating a division, and the priest shall 
burn it upon the altar on the wood that is on the fire” (Leviticus 1:17), 
teaches that the priest must prepare even the skin to make it acceptable 
for the altar? That is not the case when animals are offered, as their skin 
is flayed before they are sacrificed. And ifit should enter your mind that 
the skin of a bird is skin, how does the verse include it among that which 
the priest prepares for the altar? Abaye said: This is not difficult. Indeed, 
it is skin, and nevertheless, the Torah includes it as a biblical decree, 
specifying that the skin of a bird is sacrificed. 


Some say that Rabbi Zeira said: We, too, have also learned support for 
this halakha: The verse: “By its wings,” comes to include the skin." 

Granted, if you say that the skin of a bird is skin, that is the reason that 
the verse needs to explicitly include it. The verse is teaching us that even 

though the bird's skin is skin, it must still be sacrificed. However, if you 

say that the skin ofa bird is not skin, why is a verse necessary to include 

it? Clearly, it is sacrificed. Abaye said to him: That is not proof. Actually, 
Ican say to you that it is not skin and, nevertheless, it must be included 

in the verse. Had the skin of the bird not been specifically included, it 

might have entered your mind to say that since there are many holes 

in it, it is repulsive and unfit for the altar. Therefore, the verse teaches 

us that it is sacrificed. There is no proof that the skin of a bird is consid- 
ered skin. 


Mar, son of Ravina, raised a dilemma before Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak: 
What is the halakha with regard to writing phylacteries on the skin of 
a kosher fish?" Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said to him: If Elijah comes 
and says." The Gemara asks: What does the phrase: If Elijah comes and 
says, mean? What requires clarification? If you say that whether a fish 
has skin or whether it does not have skin requires clarification, we see 
that it has skin. And furthermore, we learned in a mishna: Fish bones 
and skin protect the objects covered with them from becoming impure 
under a tent with a corpse." Since fish bones and skin do not contract 
impurity, they constitute a barrier to impurity. Apparently, fish have skin. 
Rather, if Elijah comes and says whether its foul smell has ceased from 
it or whether its foul smell has not ceased from it. 


HALAKHA 

Detaching a mushroom - mwa nwa: One 
who uproots a growing object on Shabbat is 
liable even if the object is not attached to the 
ground. Examples of this are grass growing on 
the surface of a barrel or a mushroom growing 
on the handle of a pitcher (Maggid Mishne; Ram- 
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 8:3; Mishna 
Berura; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 336:5). 


One may write phylacteries on the skin of a 
kosher bird — qiy Sv aiy vas by phon pania 
‘inv: It is permitted to write sacred books, a 
mezuza, and phylacteries on the skin of a kosher 
bird, even if it was not slaughtered (Rambam 
Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 
110 and Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 1:4; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 32:12 and Yoreh De‘ 271:1). 


A small hole - yop a2: A hole in the parchment 
of a Torah scroll that ink can pass over without 
affecting the shape of the letter or dividing it in 
two is not considered a hole. It is permitted to 
write over it (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin 
UMezuza VeSefer Torah 1:20; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 32:13). 


By its wings comes to include the skin — »5233 
siya ny niab: The skin of a bird’s neck is not 
burnt on the altar (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 6:21). 


Writing on the skin of a fish — 31 iy by 7P: 
One may not write a Torah scroll or other sa- 
cred scrolls on fish skin. Since the dilemma with 
regard to this issue remained unresolved, the 
halakha is stringent in this matter (Rambam Sefer 
Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 1:10 
and Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 1:4; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 32:12 and Yoreh De‘a 271:1). 


Fish bones and skin protect objects under a 
tent with a corpse - baa pon iy att ningy 
vam: Fish bones and skin do not contract impu- 
rity. Therefore, they create a protective barrier in 
the presence of impurity (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Tumat Met 6:1). 


NOTES 


One who detached a mushroom from the 
handle of a pitcher - KW3 WYNT pea NT 
MAMI KINA: There is a difference between de- 
taching a mushroom from the handle of a pitcher 
and plucking a plant from a pot with a hole in 
the bottom. Although a mushroom grows on 
the ground, it does not draw its nutrients from 
the earth. Consequently, the legal status of a 
mushroom on the handle of a pitcher is the same 
as that of a mushroom that grows in the ground 
(Rabbeinu Hananel). 


If Elijah comes and says - Wax amg No) DN: 

There is a well-known principle that when Elijah 
the Prophet appears, he will not prohibit, per- 
mit, or introduce new laws. This is based on the 
principle that a prophet is neither permitted to 
legislate law nor even resolve halakhic dilemmas. 
Nevertheless, when the Gemara declares that we 
will wait until Elijah comes, it means that he will 

clarify questions of fact utilizing his prophetic 
powers. 
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NOTES 

A great man is coming from the West - DNP 737 X13 
rawan: Rav Hai Gaon cites a different version of this Ge- 
mara. In his version, Shmuel heard previously that a great 
man was coming from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia. When 
he saw the waters rising and noticed they were murky, he 
realized that the passengers on the boat would drink this 
water. As a doctor, he determined that the great man, his 
guest, would develop an intestinal ailment from drinking 
that water. 


From where is it derived that prohibited blood is red - 
OK NITW ob psa: This question is important primarily 
with regard to the laws of menstrual impurity. According 
to the Torah, menstrual blood transmits severe impurity. 
However, not every discharge emitted by a woman is con- 
sidered blood. Therefore, it is necessary to clarify which 
color discharges are defined as blood. Discharges similar 
in color to blood are thereby determined to have the same 
legal status as blood. The halakhic conclusion is that any 
discharge whose color is similar to red is impure blood. 
Discharges of other colors are not considered blood and 
do not render the woman impure. 


HALAKHA 
From where is it derived that prohibited blood is red - 
ox KITY ond maa: The blood mentioned in the Torah 
is red. Therefore, red menstrual blood transmits impurity 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 5:6; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 188:1). 
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It was reported: Shmuel and Karna were sitting on the bank of 
the Malka River. They saw that the water was rising and was 
murky. Shmuel said to Karna: A great man is coming from the 
West," Eretz Yisrael, and his intestines are aching, and the water 
is rising to greet him. Go sniff out his container, i.e., see if he is 
a Torah scholar. Karna went and found Rav, who was the Sage that 
came from Eretz Yisrael, and he asked him several questions to test 
him. He said to him: From where is it derived that one may write 
phylacteries only on the hide of a kosher animal? Rav said to 
him that this halakha is as it is written: “And it shall be a sign for 
you on your arm, and a reminder between your eyes, so that God’s 
Torah will be in your mouth” (Exodus 13:9). Only hide from 
those animals that are permitted to be placed in your mouth, i.e., 
may be eaten, may be used for phylacteries. Karna then asked him: 
From where is it derived that prohibited blood is red?™ Karna 
asked Rav this to determine which shades of menstrual blood are 
impure. Rav said to him that it is as itis stated: “And the Moabites 
saw the water from afar, red like blood” (11 Kings 3:22). 


Karna also asked: From where is derived that circumcision is 

performed in that place? Rav answered him: Itis stated here, with 

regard to circumcision: “And on the eighth day he shall circumcise 

the flesh of his foreskin [ orlato]” (Leviticus 12:3), and it is stated 

there, with regard to recently planted trees: “And when you come 

to the land and plant all types of fruit trees, and you shall count the 

fruit thereof as forbidden [orlato]; three years shall it be as forbid- 
den unto you, it shall not be eaten.” (Leviticus 19:23). Just as there 

the Torah is referring to a tree, which is an item that bears fruit, 
here, too, in the case of circumcision, orla is referring to an item 

that bears fruit. He asked him: Say that circumcision should be 

performed on one’s heart, as it is written: “And you shall circum- 
cise the foreskin of [orlat] your heart” (Deuteronomy 10:16)? Say 

that circumcision should be performed on one’s ear, as it is writ- 
ten: “Behold, their ear is dull [areila] and they cannot listen” 
(Jeremiah 6:10)? Rav said to him: One derives the meaning of the 

complete form orlato from another instance of the complete form 

orlato; and one does not derive the complete form orlato from 

the incomplete form orlat, which modifies another word, as is also 

the case with the word areila. 


Since Rav understood that Karna came to test him, he said to him: 
What is your name? He told him: Karna. He said to him: May it 
be the will of God that a horn [karna] will emerge in his eyes. 


Ultimately, Shmuel brought him into his house. He fed him 
barley bread and small fried fish, and gave him beer to drink, 
and he did not show him the lavatory so he would suffer from 
diarrhea. Shmuel was a doctor and he wanted to relieve Rav’s in- 
testinal suffering by feeding him food that would relieve him. Since 
Rav was unaware of Shmuel’s intention, he became angry at him. 
Rav cursed Shmuel and said: Whoever causes me suffering, let 
his children not survive. Although Rav eventually discovered 
Shmuel’s good intentions, his curse was fulfilled, and so it was that 
Shmuel’s children did not survive long. 


The Gemara comments: The issue mentioned above is in fact a 

dispute between tanna’im. It was asked in a baraita: From where 

is it derived that circumcision is performed in that place? It is 

stated here, in the case of circumcision, orlato. And it is stated 

there, with regard to trees, orlato. Just as there the Torah is refer- 
ring to a tree, which is an item that bears fruit, here too, orla is 

referring to an item that bears fruit; this is the statement of Rab- 
bi Yoshiya. Rabbi Natan says: This verbal analogy is not necessary, 
as it says: “And an uncircumcised man who does not circumcise 

the flesh of his foreskin [orlato], his soul will be cut off from his 

nation, he has broken My covenant” (Genesis 17:14). From the fact 
that it says: An uncircumcised man, it is derived that circumcision 

is in the place that distinguishes between a male and a female. 
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The Gemara cites similar proofs. The Sages taught: One may write 
phylacteries on the hide of a kosher domesticated animal, and on 
the hide of a kosher non-domesticated animal, and on the hides of 
their unslaughtered carcasses [neveilot], and on the hides of animals 
with a condition that will cause them to die within twelve months 
[tereifot]." And one may wrap the parchment with the hair of these 
animals" and sew them with their sinews; and it is a halakha trans- 
mitted to Moses from Sinai that the parchment of phylacteries may 
be wrapped with the hair of these animals and sewn with their 
sinews. But one may not write on the hide of a non-kosher animal, 
or on the hide of anon-kosher undomesticated animal, and it goes 
without saying that one may not write on their skins when they are 
neveilot or tereifot. And one may not wrap the parchment with the 
hair of non-kosher animals, nor may one sew them with their sinews. 


And this question was asked by a Boethusian® to Rabbi Yehoshua 
HaGarsi: From where is it derived that one may not write phylacter- 
ies on the hide of a non-kosher animal? He said to him, it is as it is 
written: “So that God’s Torah will be in your mouth.” The Rabbis 
derived that one may write the passages only on an item that is per- 
mitted to be placed in one’s mouth, i.e., eaten. He said to him: If that 
is so, on the skin of neveilot and tereifot coming from kosher animals, 
one should not write phylacteries, as they may not be eaten. He said 
to him: I will tell you a parable. To what is this similar? To two 
people who were sentenced to death by the king. One was killed 
by the king himself, and one was killed by an executioner 
[ispaklitor].' Which one is more praiseworthy? You must say: The 
one that the king himself killed. Therefore, an animal that died at the 
hands of Heaven and not by a human action is superior. He said to 
him: If so, then the neveilot and tereifot should be eaten, as they were 
killed by the king. He said to him: The Torah said: “Do not eat any 
neveila” (Deuteronomy 14:20) and you say they should be eaten? A 
Torah decree determines that they may not be eaten, but that does 
not mean they are inferior. The Boethusian said to him: Well put 


[kalos].! 


One may not make brine [hilmei]' on 
MISHNA gece 


but one may make salt water and dip one’s bread in it, and place it 
in cooked food. Rabbi Yosei said: But isn’t it still brine," whether 
it is a large quantity or whether it is a small quantity? And this is 
the type of salt water that is permitted: Salt water in which one 
places oil initially into the water or into the salt. This is salt water 
prepared not in the usual manner." 


G E M ARA With regard to that which was stated in the 


mishna, the Gemara asks: What is the tanna 
saying with regard to the distinction between brine and salt water? 
Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: This is what he is saying: One 
may not prepare a large quantity of salt water, brine, on Shabbat, 
but one may prepare a small quantity of salt water. 


HALAKHA 


Preparing salt water on Shabbat - nawa nog ‘2 Dwy: One may add to cooked food. This ruling is in accordance with the opinion of 


not prepare a large quantity of salt water on Shabbat because of the 


the first tanna, whose opinion is accepted as the halakha in tractate 


similarity between this action and the primary category of tanning. Firuvin in the dispute with Rabbi Yosei (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 


However, it is permitted to prepare a small amount of salt water to 


Hilkhot Shabbat 22:10; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 321:2). 


HALAKHA 


Writing on the skin of neveilot - iy by De a) 
nba: One may write a Torah scroll and other sa- 
cred articles on the hides of domesticated and 
non-domesticated kosher animals and birds, even 
when they were not halakhically slaughtered 
(Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza 
VeSefer Torah x10 and Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 
1:4; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 32:12 and Yoreh 
Dea 27111). 


One may wrap the parchment with the hair of 
these animals - wwa nidto2: The passages of 
Torah text that are inserted into phylacteries are 
wrapped using the hair of kosher animals and 
are sewn with their sinews (Rambam Sefer Ahava, 
Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 3:1; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 32:44). 


BACKGROUND 


Boethusian — Dima: The Boethusians were a 
sect similar to the Sadducees, who rejected the 
authority and customs of the Sages. According to 
he Talmud, this sect was named after its founder, 
Boethus. The exact differences between this sect 
and the Sadducees are unknown because the 
erms are used interchangeably in some sources. 
Apparently, the Boethusians followed the Writ- 
en Torah based on their own interpretations, e.g., 
hey always celebrated the festival of Shavuot on 
Sunday. Nevertheless, they may have been similar 
o the Pharisees in their basic outlook. 


LANGUAGE 
Executioner [ispaklitor] — ai pap: From the 
Latin speculator, meaning government inspector, 
messenger, or weapons bearer. In the Talmud, the 
term ispaklitor refers to royal messengers in vari- 
ous capacities. 


Well put [kalos] - Diop: From the Greek xaos, 
kalos, meaning beautiful. In this context, it is used 
as a term of praise and excitement. 


Brine [hilmei] - nn: From the Greek &àun, 
halmè, meaning a concentrated salt solution. 


NOTES 
Salt water and brine - ym nba ¥: Itis stated in 
the Jerusalem Talmud that the difference between 
salt water and brine is that salt water does not re- 
quire expert knowledge to prepare but brine does. 
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LANGUAGE 


Fish brine [muraisa] - 
gin of this word is unknown. Some think 


it is from the Greek aApupic, almuris, 


meaning something salty, or possibly 
from the Latin muria, meaning brine. 
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We learned in the mishna that Rabbi Yosei said: But isn’t it still brine 

whether it is a large quantity or a small quantity? A dilemma was 

raised before the Sages: When Rabbi Yosei said that there is no differ- 
ence between a large and small quantity of salt water, was his intention 

to prohibit preparing any salt water on Shabbat or to permit doing so? 

Rav Yehuda said: His intention is to permit doing so, which is under- 
stood from the fact that the mishna is not teaching: Rabbi Yosei pro- 
hibits. Rabba said to him: From the fact that it is taught in the latter 

clause of the mishna: And this is the type of salt water that is permitted, 
by inference, Rabbi Yosei intended to prohibit preparing salt water. 
Rather, Rabba said: Rabbi Yosei intended to prohibit preparing any 
salt water on Shabbat. And similarly, Rabbi Yohanan said: Rabbi Yo- 
sei’s intention was to prohibit. 


That was also taught in a baraita: One may not prepare a large quan- 
tity of salt water to add to the pickled vegetables that are inside a flat 
earthenware shard used for pickling [gistera]. However, one may 
prepare a small quantity of salt water and eat his bread with it and 
add it to cooked food. Rabbi Yosei said: Is it because this is a large 
quantity and this is a small quantity that this is prohibited and this 
is permitted? People will learn from this and say: A large amount of 
labor is prohibited on Shabbat, but a small amount of labor is permit- 
ted. Rather, certainly they are both prohibited. And this is the type 
of salt water that is permitted: One may place oil and salt together or 
oil and water and then add salt to the mixture, and this halakha applies 
provided one does not place water and salt together ab initio. 


Strong, radish, and citron are a mnemonic for the following halakhot. 


Rabbi Yehuda bar Haviva taught: One may not prepare strong salt 
water on Shabbat. The Gemara asks: What is strong salt water? 
Rabba and Rav Yosef bar Abba both said: Any water in which an egg 
can float. The Gemara asks: And how much salt is in this salt water? 
Abaye said: Two-thirds salt and one-third water. 


The Gemara asks: For what purpose is this salt water prepared? Rabbi 
Abbahu said: It is prepared for fish brine [muraisa].' And Rabbi Ye- 
huda bar Haviva taught with regard to salting: One may not salt a 
radish or an egg" on Shabbat because by salting them he performs a 
labor that improves them. Rav Hizkiya said in the name of Abaye: 
Preparing a radish is prohibited, and preparing an egg is permitted. 
Rav Nahman said: Initially, I would salt radishes on Shabbat, as I said: 
I am ruining it by doing so, as Shmuel said: Sharpness is good for 
radishes; since salt reduces their sharpness, one who adds salt ruins the 
radish. However, once I heard this, that when Ulla came from Eretz 
Yisrael to Babylonia he said that in the West, i.e., Eretz Yisrael, they salt 
many piles of radishes throughout the week, I do not salt them on 
Shabbat anymore, but I certainly dip them in salt because that is not 
considered to be an improvement. 


The Gemara cites that which Rabbi Yehuda bar Haviva taught with 
regard to radishes and eggs: With regard to a citron, a radish, and an 
egg, if it were not for their outer peel, or egg white, they would never 
emerge from the intestines, because they are extremely hard to digest. 


NOTES 


Strong salt water — py nba +: Rabbi Yosei posited that although the hibited to prepare a strong salt water solution because food is not dipped 


primary category of tanning does not apply to food, the preparation of 
strong salt water is still prohibited by the Sages because it resembles 


into strong salt water on Shabbat. Rather, it is utilized to salt food for later 
consumption, which constitutes a violation of the rabbinic prohibition 


tanning. While this opinion was ultimately rejected, it is nevertheless pro- against preparing on Shabbat for later use (Meiri). 


HALAKHA 


Strong salt water - py nbn ”3: On Shabbat, one may not preparea Salting a radish or an egg - AYaIya¥ nbn: It is permitted to salt eggs 


strong salt water solution that consists of two-thirds salt or more (Ram- 


on Shabbat. One may not salt several radishes together. However, it is 


bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 22:10; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim permitted to dip individual radishes in salt before eating them (Rambam 


321:2). 
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Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 22:10; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 321:3). 
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When Rav Dimi came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia he said: No person 
has ever drowned in the Sea of Sodom, the Dead Sea. Since there is so 
much salt, people easily float in it. Rav Yosef said: Sodom is overturned 
and Rav Dimi’s statement is backward. Is his statement saying that it is a 
man who does not drown in the Dead Sea, but a plank sinks? Abaye said 
to him: He is saying his statement utilizing the style of: It is not necessary: 
It is not necessary to mention a plank because it does not sink in any body 
of water in the world. But even a man, who drowns in other bodies of 
water in the world, does not drown in the Sea of Sodom. The Gemara 
asks: What are the practical consequences of this halakha? The Gemara 
explains: This halakha is relevant in a case of this kind: Ravin was walking 
after Rabbi Yirmeya on the shore of the Sea of Sodom. Ravin said to 
Rabbi Yirmeya: What is the ruling? Is it permitted to wash oneself with 
this water on Shabbat, or perhaps it is prohibited because it has healing 
properties? Rabbi Yirmeya said to him: One may well do so. 


Ravin asked another question: When one washes himself on Shabbat in 
water from the Dead Sea, what is the halakha? Is it permitted for him to 
close and open his eyes in the water so that the water gets inside? Rabbi 
Yirmeya said to him: That case I did not hear; however, with regard to a 
similar case, placing wine in one’s eye on Shabbat, I did hear. As Rabbi 
Zeira said, sometimes he said it in the name of Rav Mattana and some- 
times he said it in the name of Mar Ukva, and they both said it in the 
name of Shmuel’s father and in the name of Levi: One of them said: With 
regard to placing wine inside the eye on Shabbat, it is prohibited because 
it heals;* on the eye, it is permitted. And one of them said: Bland saliva," 
saliva from one who has not eaten since waking, even placing it on the eye 
on Shabbat is prohibited because it is commonly used as medicine. 


The Gemara comments: Conclude that Shmuel’s father is the one who 

said that placing wine inside the eye is prohibited but on the eye is per- 
mitted, from the fact that Shmuel said: A person may soak his bread in 

wine and place it on his eye on Shabbat. He said this after he heard this 

halakha from whom? Is it not that he heard it from his father? The Ge- 
mara rejects this: And according to your reasoning, that halakha which 

Shmuel said: It is prohibited to place bland saliva even on the eye on 

Shabbat, he said this after he heard this halakha from whom? If we say that 

he heard it from his father, then Levi, who was cited together with Shmu- 
el’s father in the list of those who stated the halakhot, did he himself not say 
even one halakha? Rather, one halakha Shmuel heard from his father, and 

one halakhahe heard one from Levi, and we do not know which he heard 

from his father and which he heard from Levi. 


Mar Ukva said that Shmuel said: One may soak eye salves" from Shabbat 
eve and place them on his eyes on Shabbat, and he need not be concerned 
that he is violating the prohibition against healing on Shabbat. The Gemara 
relates: Bar Liva’ei was standing before Mar Ukva on Shabbat. He saw Mar 
Ukva, who was opening and closing his eyes while applying a salve to them. 
Bar Liva'ei said to him: Master Shmuel certainly did not permit doing all 
of this. Rabbi Yannai sent a message to Mar Ukva: Can the master send 
us some of Master Shmuel’s eye salves? Mar Ukva sent him in response: 
I will send it to you so that you do not say I am miserly, but be aware that 
this is what Shmuel said: For healing the eyes, better a drop of cold water 
in the morning and washing the hands and feet with hot water in the 
evening than all the eye salves in the world. Follow these instructions and 
you will need nor other cures. That was also taught in a baraita: Rabbi 
Mona said in the name of Rabbi Yehuda: Better a drop of cold water in 
the morning and washing the hands and feet in the evening than all the 
eye salves in the world. 


Apropos Rabbi Mona’s statement with regard to healing, the text cites what 
he would say about other matters that require special attention: A hand 
that touches the eye should be severed because it harms the eye." A hand 
that touches the nose should be severed.® A hand that touches the mouth 
should be severed. A hand that touches the ear should be severed. A hand 
that touches one’s wound" should be severed. A hand that touches one’s 
member should be severed, lest one arouse himself. A hand that touches 
one’s anus should be severed, lest one make himself ill. A hand 
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BACKGROUND 
Healing the eye — pi n9: In an- 
cient times, a wide variety of medicines 

were utilized to treat eye ailments. The 

treatments mentioned by the Gemara 

are indeed beneficial, e.g., saliva, which 

contains enzymes and salts. Diluted 

wine has the same effect as alcohol, 
especially when applied with ban- 
dages. A saline solution, such as water 
from the Dead Sea, is also beneficial in 

certain cases. 


Touching one's eye and nose — ped T 
Dyin: The warnings in the Talmud 
are sound advice. Touching body parts 
that contain fluid or are especially 
sensitive, e.g., a wound, can cause 
infection. 


HALAKHA 


Placing wine inside the eye...bland 
saliva, etc. - ben pi.. pyg gina y» 
^3: One may not apply wine directly 
in his eye on Shabbat. Similarly, one 
may not apply bland saliva even on 
his eye because it appears that it is 
being used for medicinal purposes 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 21:25; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 328:20). 


Eye salves — paip: It is permitted 
to soak eye salves before Shabbat 
in order to place them on one's eye 
on Shabbat because it appears as 
if he were merely cleaning the eye. 
However, one must take care not to 
open and close the eye while doing 
this because then it is apparent that 
one is applying medicine (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 21:25; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 328:21). 


A hand that touches the eye - pyd T: 
One may not touch one’s eyes, ears, or 
nose before washing his hands in the 
morning, in accordance with Rashi's 
explanation of the Gemara (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 4:3). 


A hand that touches one’s wound — 
mond 4%: One should not regularly 
touch his anus or a wound due to the 
possibility of infection (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 4:4). 
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Polyps [polypus] - r From the Greek ztoAbztovg, pol- 
ypous, meaning a growth inside the mucous membrane 
of the nose. 


Coriander — MII 12013: Conander, Coriandrum sativum, 
called gad in the Bible, is an annual plant that grows 
30-50 cm in height. Its leaves separate into thin filaments. 
Its fruit is small and round, with a circumference of about 
4cm. The plant and its fruit are green and are used as spices. 
Today, coriander is not widely cultivated, but it grows wild 
in fields across northern Israel. 


Wild coriander 


Arugula - 7373: Arugula, Eruca sativa L., is an annual plant 
that grows to 15-60 cm in height. Its leaves are eaten raw 
in salad. The flowers of the arugula plant are somewhat 
yellow with purple veins. During the Second Temple period, 
people used the fruit of the arugula plant as a substitute for 
pepper. The plant is cultivated and grows wild on roadsides 
throughout Israel, especially in the Negev. 


Arugula 
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that is placed into a barrel of beer" should be severed because 

the beer will not ferment. A hand that frequently touches the eye 

causes blindness. A hand that frequently touches the ear causes 

deafness. A hand that touches the nose or mouth causes polyps 

[polypus].' It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Natan says: She 

is a liberated entity," this evil spirit that rests on one’s hands be- 
fore they are washed in the morning, and she refuses to leave 

until one washes" his hands three times. Rabbi Yohanan said: 
When eye shadow is placed on the eyes it causes the evil spirit 
called the Daughter of the King to pass, and it stops tears and 

causes eyelashes to grow. That was also taught in a baraita: Rab- 
bi Yosei says: Eye shadow causes the Daughter of the King to 

pass, and stops tears and causes eyelashes to grow. 


And Mar Ukva said that Shmuel said: Leaves that are placed on 
the eye (Rabbeinu Hananel) contain no element of healing," 
and therefore one may place them on his eyes on Shabbat. 

Rav Yosef said: Coriander’ contains no element of healing. 

Rav Sheshet said: Hops contain no element of healing. 

Rav Yosef said: Even for me, who is blind, coriander is harmful. 
He overstated coriander’s inefficacy, asserting that it is in fact 
harmful. 

Rav Sheshet said: Arugula“ even for me, despite my blindness, 
is beneficial. 

And Mar Ukva also said that Shmuel said: All types of hops 
may be eaten on Shabbat except for teruza, which is used 
exclusively for medicinal purposes. 


Rav Hisda said: Melon juice, which is beneficial for the intestines, 
may be strained and drunk on Shabbat (ge’onim). The juice of 
pipuim, which are a type of vegetable (Rashba), may not be drunk 
on Shabbat. The Gemara relates: Ze’iri’s wife made melon juice 

for Hiyya bar Ashi and he did not consume it. She said to him: 
I made it for your Rabbi, Ze’iri, and he ate it, and you do not eat 

it? The Gemara explains: Ze’iri followed his own reasoning in 

permitting this drink, as Ze’iri said: One may place clear wine 

and clear water into a strainer used to strain dregs from wine on 

Shabbat without concern. Apparently, since the wine and water 
are drunk even with what little dregs may remain, one is doing 

nothing to improve them. Here, too, since melon juice is con- 
sumed this way, without being strained and for non-medical 

purposes, one is doing nothing and it is permitted. 


Barrel of beer — n»: One may not touch beer in a barrel, even 
after washing one's hands (Biur Halakha), as touching beer with 
one’s hands will ruin it (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 4:5). 


She refuses to leave until one washes - yinyw ty 970: 
One must wash his hands three times in the morning after 
rising to be rid of the evil spirit that envelops them (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 4:2). 


She isa liberated entity — it x97 pM na: Some commentaries 
explain that one impurity can be removed from one’s hands 
only by washing them. Therefore, one must wash his hands 
three times before touching his eyes (Meiri). 


nod 


Leaves contain no element of healing - nw 073 prs poy 
T97: One is permitted to place leaves on a wound on 
Shabbat because they have no medicinal effect. How- 
ever, it is prohibited to place leaves that are known to 
heal, e.g., grape leaves, on one's eyes. This ruling is in ac- 
cordance with the Jerusalem Talmud and contrary to Rashi 
and Tosafot’s explanation of the Gemara (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 328:24). 


Coriander.. arugula — xY33...X072013: According to Rab- 
beinu Hananel and others, the Sages are not discussing eating 
coriander and arugula; rather, the discussion is about placing 
the leaves on one's eyes (see Tosafot; Rashba). 
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And Mar Ukva also said: One whose hand or foot was wound- 
ed may immerse it in wine on Shabbat to stop the flow of blood, 
and he need not be concerned that he is violating the prohibi- 
tion against healing on Shabbat. A dilemma was raised before 

the Sages: With regard to vinegar, what is the ruling? May one 

immerse a wound in it? Rav Hillel said to Rav Ashi: When we 

were in Rav Kahana’s house they said that vinegar is not 

permitted," as it is considered actual medicine. Rava said: And 

these people from Mehoza, since they are delicate, even wine 

heals them. Therefore, they may not immerse their wounds in 

wine. 


The Gemara relates: Ravina happened to come to the house of 
Rav Ashi. He saw that a donkey stepped on the back of Rav 
Ashi’s foot, and Rav Ashi sat and immersed his foot in vinegar 
on Shabbat. Ravina said to Rav Ashi: Does the Master not hold 
according to that which Rav Hillel stated, that vinegar is not 
permitted? He said to him: The back of the hand and the back 
of the foot" are different because their wounds are dangerous. 


Some say that Ravina saw that Rav Ashi immersed his foot in 
wine. Ravina said to him: Does the Master not hold according 
to that which Rava said: These people from Mehoza, since 
they are delicate, even wine heals them? And the Master is 
also delicate. Rav Ashi said to him: The back of the hand and 
the back of the foot are different, as Rav Adda bar Mattana 
said that Rav said: A wound on the back of the hand or the 
back of the foot" is like a fatal wound, and one may desecrate 
Shabbat for it. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: On Shabbat, one may bathe in 
the therapeutic hot springs of the waters of Gerar, in the waters 
of Hamatan,'® in the waters of Asya, and in the waters of Ti- 
berias; however, one may not bathe in the Great Sea, namely, 
the Mediterranean sea, nor in water in which flax was soaked, 
nor in the Sea of Sodom, because people bathe in those bodies 
of water only for medicinal purposes. 


And the Gemara raises a contradiction based on that which 
was taught in another baraita: One may bathe in the waters of 
Tiberias on Shabbat and in the Great Sea; but one may not 
bathe in water in which flax was soaked, nor in the Sea of So- 
dom. This is difficult because in the first baraita the Sages pro- 
hibit bathing in the Great Sea, and in this baraita they permit 
bathing in the Great Sea. 


Rabbi Yohanan said: This is not difficult, because this baraita, 
which permits bathing in the Great Sea, is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Meir, who deems all seas equal. That ba- 
raita, which prohibits bathing there, is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, who holds that the Great Sea is un- 
like other seas. As we learned in a mishna: All seas purify like 
a ritual bath [mikve], as it is stated: “And God called the dry 
land earth, and the gathering together of the waters [mikve] 
He called seas” (Genesis 1:10); this is the statement of Rabbi 
Meir. Rabbi Yehuda says: Only the Great Sea purifies like a 
ritual bath, and the verse states seas only because there are 
many seas in the Great Sea, not because all seas purify. 


Rabbi Yosei says:" All seas purify like a ritual bath. They actu- 
ally purify even more than a ritual bath, as they purify even 
when they are flowing." Immersion in a sea is purifying not only 
when its waters are still, but even when they are flowing. That is 
not the case with a ritual bath, whose waters only purify when 
still. And sea water is invalid for purifying zavim and lepers 
and for sanctifying purification water to mix the ashes of the 
red heifer with it. Those cases require spring water.’ Rav 
Nahman bar Yitzhak strongly objects to this explanation: 


HALAKHA 

Immerse it in wine...vinegar is not permitted - 
xb xon.. «|a miniy: One who has a wound that is not 
life- -threatening (Mishna Berura) may immerse it in wine 

on Shabbat to stop its bleeding. However, one may not 
immerse the wound in vinegar because vinegar has 

medicinal properties. If the person is delicate, it is pro- 
hibited even to immerse the wound in wine (Rambam 

Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 21:23; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 328:29). 


The back of the hand and the back of the foot - 1971 33 
bon an: If the back of one’s hand or foot is wounded on 
Shabbat, one may treat it medically because a wound 
on these parts of the body is considered dangerous 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 2:5; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 328:6). 


One may bathe in the waters of Gerar, in the waters 
of Hamatan - joan 792 173 23 DYN: One is permit- 
ted to bathe in hot springs on Shabbat because people 
do so for reasons other than healing. Consequently, 
it is not obvious that one is immersing for medicinal 
purposes (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 328:44). 


All seas purify when they are flowing - m7 bs 
ponia pamon: All seas purify both when their water is 
collected in one place and when their water is flowing. 
This ruling is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yosei, whose reasoning is accepted by the halakhic au- 
thorities and whose opinion in followed in disputes 
with Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Meir (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Mikvaot 9:12). 


BACKGROUND 
Gerar and Hamatan - pam Wa: The hot springs of 
Gerar are apparently the hot springs of Hamat Gader, a 
small town located east of the Jordan River and south- 
east of the Sea of Galilee. Hamatan may refer to Hamat, 
a bathing area adjacent to Tiberias. 


NOTES 

The back of the hand and the back of the foot - 1971 33 
oon an: Some commentaries suggest that the distinc- 
tion between wounds on the back of the hand and foot 
and other wounds is only relevant in cases where the 
wound was caused by disease or by an animal crushing 
them. However, if someone was injured by a sword or 
something sharp, all cases are considered dangerous 
and one may violate Shabbat law to heal those wounds 
(Korban Netanel. 


Rabbi Yosei’s opinion - »D¥ 139 mw: In the Rambam's 
Commentary on the Mishna, he writes that, according 
to Rabbi Yosei, although other seas purify when their 
water is flowing, the Mediterranean Sea purifies only 
when its water is standing still, as in a ritual bath (Kesef 
Mishna). 


Levels of purity in water — 023 MAb mayt: There are a 
number of levels of purity that pertain to water. Natural 
water that has accumulated in a ritual bath, which con- 
tains forty sea, the minimum volume for purification, 
can be used for immersion, provided it is still and not 
flowing. The waters of a river or a sea can purify even 
though their water is flowing. In addition, spring water 
also purifies even when it flows, and it can be utilized 
for the purification of zavim and lepers as well as the 
sanctification of the purification waters. 
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NOTES 

The halakhot of impurity and purity and the halakhot of 
Shabbat - naw pay mm agaw paw: Rav Nahman bar 
Yitzhak’s question seems “obvious: What is the connection 

between the dispute of Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Yehuda with 

regard to impurity and the halakhot of taking medicine on 

Shabbat? Some commentaries explain that just as people 
are aware that the status of the Mediterranean Sea is differ- 
ent from that of other seas and people immerse there for 
purification, they are also aware that it is distinct from other 
bodies of water with regard to Shabbat (Adderet Eliyahu). 
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HALAKHA 


Bathing in the sea on Shabbat - nawa o! 23 mym: One 
may bathe on Shabbat in seawater that is suitable for bath- 
ing, even if one’s intention is medicinal. However, it is pro- 
hibited to bathe in water that is not fit for bathing or in 
water in which flax was soaked because it has a foul smell. 
However, it is permitted to enter these waters if one does 
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not remain in them because in this case it appears that he 
is entering the water merely to cool off (Shulhan Arukh, 


Orah Hayyim 328:44). 


Ingesting foods and drinks as medicine - pw mbox 
my: Any food or drink that is eaten by a healthy person 


Say that they disagree over the status of the Mediterranean Sea 
with regard to impurity and purity, but with regard to Shabbat" 
did you hear that they disagree? Rather, Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak 
said: The contradiction between the two baraitot is not difficult. 
This baraita, which prohibits bathing in the Mediterranean, is refer- 
ring to a case where one remained in the water and thereby indi- 
cated that he bathed in the Mediterranean for its curative effects. 
That baraita, which permits bathing, is referring to a case where one 
did not remain in the water, and thereby indicated that he bathed 
in the Mediterranean for non-medical purposes. 


The Gemara asks: And how did you establish this last baraita? Do 
you say that it is referring to a case where one did not remain in the 
water? If it is referring to a case where one did not remain in the 
water, it would be permitted to bathe even in water in which flax 
was soaked, as it was taught in a baraita: One may bathe on Shab- 
bat in the waters of Tiberias, and in water in which flax was soaked, 
and in the Sodom Sea," and this is even though one has wounds 
on his head that are healed by bathing in these waters. In what case 
is this statement said? In a case where one did not remain in the 
water, since it appears that he entered the water to cool himself. 
However, if one remained in the water it is prohibited. 


Rather, the contradiction between the baraita that permits bathing 
in the Great Sea on Shabbat and the baraita that prohibits bathing 
in the Great Sea on Shabbat is not difficult. There is a distinction 
between the two. This baraita, which permits doing so, is referring 
to the pure water in it, i.e., the area in the Great Sea in which one 
bathes for pleasure during the week. That baraita, which prohibits 
bathing, is referring to the polluted water in it, which people enter 
only for medicinal purposes. And with regard to the contradiction 
between one statement with regard to the water in which flax was 
soaked and the other statement about water in which flax was 
soaked, it is also not difficult. There is a distinction between the 
two statements. This baraita, which prohibits bathing on Shabbat 
in water in which flax was soaked, is referring to a case where one 
remained in the water and thereby indicated that he was bathing 
for medicinal purposes. That baraita, which permits bathing on 
Shabbat in water in which flax was soaked, is referring to a case 
where one did not remain there. It is permitted to bathe in that 
water for non-medical purposes. 


MIS err on bat 


because healthy people do not eat it, and 

therefore it is clear that anyone eating it is doing so for its medicinal 

value." However, one may eat a plant called yo’ezer and may drink 
abuvroe. Furthermore, all types of food that healthy people eat may 
be eaten by a person even for medicinal purposes. And one may 
drink all drinks except for water from palm trees and a kos ikarin 

because they are known as a remedy for jaundice. Therefore, it is 

prohibited to drink them on Shabbat for curative purposes. How- 
ever, one may drink palm tree water on Shabbat in order to 

quench his thirst, and one may smear ikarin oil on himself for 
non-medical purposes. 


may be consumed by a sick person on Shabbat, even for its 
medicinal value. However, food and drink that are not generally 
consumed by healthy people may not be consumed by a sick 
person on Shabbat. Nevertheless, a healthy person may eat 
or drink these foods for his pleasure (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 21:22; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 328:37). 
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f said: ified hys- 
GEMARA Rav Yose san Unspeci e ys 


sop? mentioned in the Torah is 
called abarta bar hamag in Babylonia, and eizoveyon is 
called abarta bar hing.' Ulla said: The hyssop mentioned 
in the Torah is white sage. The Gemara relates: Ulla hap- 
pened to come to the house of Rav Shmuel bar Yehuda. 
They brought white sage before him. He said: This is the 
hyssop that is written in the Torah. Rav Pappi said: Hys- 
sopis the root called shumeshuk. Rav Yirmeya of Difti said: 
In accordance with the opinion of Rav Pappi it is reason- 
able, as we learned in a mishna: The mitzva of hyssop is 
that one take three branches" each with three stems, and 
shumeshuk is the species that is found with that configura- 
tion of three stems on each ofits branches. The Gemara says: 
For what purpose do people eat it? It is eaten for curing 
intestinal worms. And with what is it eaten? It is eaten 
with seven black dates. From what do worms come into 
being in the intestines? They come into being from eating 
barley flour from a vessel that held the flour for forty days 
since it was ground. 


We learned in the mishna: However, one may eat the yo ezer 
plant. The Gemara asks: What is yo’ezer? The Gemara an- 
swers: It is the vegetable known as potnak. For what is it 
eaten? It is eaten to cure liver worms. With what is it eaten? 
It is eaten with seven white dates. From what do worms 
come into being in the liver? From eating raw meat with 
water on an empty stomach, and from eating fatty meat on 
an empty stomach, and from eating ox meat on an empty 
stomach, and from eating nuts on an empty stomach, and 
from eating fenugreek shoots on an empty stomach and 
drinking water thereafter. 


And if one has liver worms but does not have any potnak 
handy, or if one has taken potnak and it did not help, he 
should swallow white cress. And if he does not have that 
or if it did not help him, he should sit in fast, and take fatty 
meat and place it on coals and suck the bone and swallow 
vinegar. And some say: One should not drink vinegar be- 
cause it is harmful to the liver. And if none of those options 
are available, let one take the sawdust that was scraped 
from the shell ofa thorn bush from top to bottom, and not 
from bottom to top, as perhaps then the worms will come 
out through his mouth. And let one then boil the scrapings 
in beer at twilight and the next day close his nostrils and 
drink it. And when he defecates, he should defecate on 
the trunk of a palm tree. 


We learned the mishna: And one may drink abuvro’e on 
Shabbat. The Gemara asks: What is abuvro’e? The Gemara 
answers: It is the plant known as humtareya. The Gemara 
asks: What is humtareya? It is that which is called the lone- 
ly staff. The Gemara asks: For what purpose is it used? It is 
used for one who drank exposed water from which we 
suspect a snake drank and left behind its venom. And if one 
does not have the lonely staff, or if it was ineffective, let him 
take five roses and five cups of beer and cook them to- 
gether until there is a quarter of a log of liquid and then 
drink it. 


The Gemara relates: Rav Ahadvoi bar Ami’s mother made 
this remedy for a certain man who had drunk exposed 
water suspected of having venom in it. She took one rose 
and one cup of beer and she boiled them. She gave it to 
him to drink, and lit the oven, and swept out the coals, 
and placed a brick inside it on which he could sit and not 
get burned. And something that appeared like a green leaf 
emerged, i.e., he vomited the venom. 


rom the publisher 


BACKGROUND 
Hyssop — ait: The Sages were unsure of the identification 
of the ezov plant mentioned in the Torah. However, from 
the various descriptions it seems that it is the common 
hyssop plant, Majorana syriaca. The hyssop is a fragrant 
plant that grows to a height of 50-100 cm. The plant 
spreads out from its base into rigid wooden branches, 
which annually produce straight stems that dry out and 
die in winter. The white flowers of the hyssop plant are in 
crowded bunches on the ends of its branches. This plant 
grows in rocky terrain in Eretz Yisrael and in surrounding 
countries. Dried hyssop leaves are used in the spice zaatar. 


LANGUAGE 

Abarta bar hamag...and abarta bar hing - 1a max 
apm Ja AMARAN: The word abarta is derived from the 
Persian abar, meaning thyme (see 128a, p. 255). Bar hing 
and bar hamag appear to be different types of this spe- 
cies, although their exact definitions are unclear. Some 
authorities think that abarta comes from the Greek word 
aBpdtovov, abrotonon, which refers to the plant Arte- 
misia arborescens or Artemisia fragrans. 


—_— NOTES — 
Three branches — poop nyw: According to Rashi’s 
commentary in tractate Sukka and the Rambam’s Com- 
mentary on the Mishna, the word ke/ahim, translated 
here as branches, actually refers to roots. In other words, 
the mitzva of the ezov is fulfilled by uprooting three ezov 
plants with three small stems each, along with the roots. 


‘bp AT” p- PEREK XIV : 109B 
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BACKGROUND 
Swallowing a snake - wma nyha: Even though 
it is uncommon, it is not impossible to swallow a 


small snake. However, the Gemara is most prob- 


ably referring to swallowing a tapeworm, known 


as the Taenia, which resembles a snake. The rem- 


edies mentioned in the Gemara are effective in 
killing a tapeworm. 


Perek XIV 
Daf110 Amuda 


NOTES 


Thirteen white donkeys - xow ‘yan apn: 
Rashi quotes his teachers and ‘explains that the 


t is an exaggeration indicating that there were a 
imited number of donkeys. 


A snake of the Rabbis — 1377 xm: Rashi states 


hat one who was bitten by a snake as punishment 
or ignoring the decrees of the Sages has no cure 


he will eventually die from another snake attack 
because one who violates the decrees of the Sages 
is punished by death. 


1§4 PEREK XIV: 110A: 9p Tm PD 


number thirteen used here is not meant literally. 


and will die. If one recovers from that snakebite, 


xpy MDM KODITAN KNN I7 
mb a TPT 33 KAT 11 mn 
a»bmb apenas von NAUK 
horn Ky bona aanb KUNT 
DY DYSIK 2a ob DON KIIIN 
weaned - mea) xna - Kona 
bos- Kya abb - KYD Kb 
Ia pni oan vag abu preys 
pa xno) pa ya - TYm aan) 

pews? 


xows moat Kyn phat pen on 
mw 37 son KoA mony xoma 
YTI yban K TD NT WK 2 
Kow abaix XWD a IX 
pan sho nbn TAP PTT Nba 
OW 37 POT MDM aia IA DN 
NIV amg XOX OY yoa WX TD 
senna. xmws boi XWD ah 
aia PI PIN sho xon TAP POTN) 
Kay wi KYT PPITIN A 
miy manb mee KOWANI 

KITI TDW NINS Kby bng? om 


LOY PP WT KIND KVP 73 
MOVIN MW VN ote mI 
NTT TDD NDA) aaah DY 
ETWY NDANI KDA NATTA NTA 
DIK TD IDK TN “Aba - ah ono 
ah nhs ype paT YN xob» 
PONY W WB YY NIT MM 
nip, ST PPDTVITIIL PX Py aN 
KDX ao Koha Kpa pen 
ox DIKI [bapa] Kib rab T 
NIOR KNT a) NPA NDIS DN 

DAKI PW 


KAY ninyd - KPT MIDT KA NT 
P PTT XOIN bap ano) 
pipih eo mwh- a pp 3) 
IK PTI PI PIT [ND NT ayy 
yny maay - PII MAN KDY 
-1b NIKI awh xox poy 
gd mantd - Kbb KII sah 
dy, JADID 1D WPI NPIN TYTYY 
ID AVIIKA samp NW TIC 
37,007 w nw py AND 
DTT [XD ONT a aba bp yow 

tembrt a wyb- TIY 


Rav Avya said: The remedy for one who has swallowed venom is to 
drink a quarter of a log of milk from a white goat. Rav Huna bar 
Yehuda said: Let one bring a sweet citron and make a hole in it, and 
fill it with honey, and place it among burning coals, and eat it. 
Rabbi Hanina said: Urine that is forty days old is an effective rem- 
edy for several maladies: A very small cupful is beneficial in treating 
a hornet sting. A quarter of a log is beneficial in treating a scorpion 
bite. Half a log is effective in treating one who drank exposed water. 
A log is even effective in counteracting witchcraft. Rabbi Yohanan 
said: Water in which spinach was boiled [anigron], and water in 
which banagri grass was boiled [avangar], and balsam are effective 
for both one who drank exposed water and as an antidote for 
witchcraft. 


One who swallowed a snake’ should be fed hops in salt, and then 
he should be made to run a distance of three mil. The Gemara relates: 
Rav Shimi bar Ashi saw a person who swallowed a snake, and Rav 
Ashi appeared to that person as a horseman. Rav Shimi fed him 
hops with salt and made him run in front of him for three mil, and 

the snake came out of him in pieces. Some say that Rav Shimi bar 
Ashi was the one who swallowed a snake, and Elijah came and ap- 
peared to Rav Ashi as a horseman. He fed him hops with salt and 

made him run in front of him for three mil, and the snake came 

out of him in pieces. One who was bitten by a snake should have 

the fetus of a white donkey brought to him, and it should be torn 

open and placed on the snakebite. The Gemara says: And this ap- 
plies only when the mother does not have a condition that will 

cause it to die within twelve months [tereifa]. The Gemara relates: 
There was a certain 


Jewish official in Pumbedita that was bitten by a snake. There were 

thirteen white donkeys" in Pumbedita and they tore them all open 
and they were found to be tereifot. There was one donkey on the 
other side of Pumbedita, and until they went to bring it, a lion ate 
it. Abaye said to them: Since all of these things have happened, per- 
haps a snake of the Rabbis" bit him, for which there is no cure, as 
it is written: “One that digs a pit will fall into it, and one who breach- 
es a fence will be bitten by a snake” (Ecclesiastes 10:8). Perhaps this 
person violated a rabbinic decree, also known as a fence, and was 
bitten by a snake as punishment. That bite has no cure. They said to 
him: Yes, my teacher, it is so, as when Rav died Rav Yitzhak bar 
Bisna ruled that one may not bring myrtle and palm branches to a 
wedding hall to accompany bells, and he went and brought myrtle 
and palm branches to the wedding hall with bells. Therefore, a 
snake bit him. And it is reported that ultimately the official died. 


The Gemara cites additional information about the dangers posed by 
snakes and how to deal with them. One whom a snake encircled 

should descend into water and place a basket on his head and re- 
move the snake slowly from him into the basket. And once the snake 

goes into the basket, let him throw it into the water and climb and 

emerge. One at whom a snake is angry and is being pursued by a 

snake, ifhe has another with him, let him ride him four cubits. And 

if not, let him jump over a ditch. And if not, let him cross a river. 
And at night let him place his bed on four barrels and sleep outside 

beneath the stars. And let one bring four cats and let one tie them 

to the four legs of the bed. And let one bring twigs and branches 

and throw them there so that when the cats hear the sound of the 

snake crawling they will eat it. One who is being pursued by a snake, 
let him run in sand because a snake cannot move as quickly in sand 

as a person can. 
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A woman who is seen by a snake and does not know whether it 

has directed his attention toward her or whether it has not di- 
rected his attention toward her, she should remove her garment 

and throw it before the snake. If the snake wraps itself in the 

garments, it is an indication that it has directed his attention 

toward her; and if not, it is an indication that it has not directed 

his attention toward her. 


What is her remedy so the snake will leave her alone? She should 

have relations with her husband before the snake. Some say: If 
she has relations in front of the snake, all the more so that its 

desire will become stronger. Rather, she should take from her 

hair and her nails and throw them at the snake, and say the fol- 
lowing to it as an incantation: I am a menstruating woman 

[dishtana].! A woman whom a snake has entered, let them 

spread her legs and place her on two barrels, and let them bring 

fatty meat and throw it onto coals. And let them bring her a 

bowl of cress and fragrant wine and place them there and mix 

them together. And she should take tongs in her hand, as when 

the snake smells the fragrance it emerges. And then one should 

take the snake and burn it in the fire, as if it is not burned, it will 

come back onto her. 


We learned in the mishna: All types of food that healthy people 
eat may be eaten by one eating them for medicinal purposes on 
Shabbat. The Gemara asks: The phrase: All foods, what does it 
come to include? The Gemara answers: It comes to include 
spleen for healing teeth" and vetch for healing intestines, al- 
though they are not common foods. We also learned in the mish- 
na: And one may drink all drinks on Shabbat. The Gemara asks: 
The phrase: All drinks, what does it come to include? The Ge- 
mara answers: It comes to include mixing water in which capers 
have soaked, with vinegar. Ravina said to Rava: What is the 
ruling with regard to drinking urine on Shabbat? Rava said to 
him: We already learned in the mishna: One may drink all 
drinks, and people do not drink urine and is not considered a 
drink. It is only consumed for medical purposes and is therefore 
prohibited. 


We learned in the mishna: One may drink anything on Shabbat 
except for palm tree water [mei dekalim]. It was taught slightly 
differently in the Tosefta: Water that stabs [mei dekarim]. The 
Gemara explains: The one who taught water that stabs means 
that the waters pierce the gall bladder; and the one who said 
palm tree water means that they come from two palm trees. In 
order to explain what palm tree water is, Rabba bar Beruna said: 
There are two palm trees in Eretz Yisrael, and a spring of water 
emerges from between them. The first cup one drinks of this 
water loosens the intestines, another cup causes diarrhea, and 
another, a third cup, just as it entered as water, so too it emerges. 
Ulla said: For me, I drink Babylonian beer," and it is more ef- 
fective than palm tree water in causing diarrhea. The Gemara 
comments: And this is true. It is effective for the stomach when 
the person who drinks it has not become accustomed to beer for 
forty days. 


Rav Yosef said: Water that stabs is Egyptian zitom,' which is 
made from one-third barley, and one-third saffron, and one- 
third salt. Rav Pappa said: It is one-third wheat, and one-third 
saffron, and one-third salt and cumin. And this is your mne- 
monic to remember which said zitom is made from barley: A 
basket which is called sisanei, a word with two samekhs. This word 
alludes to the fact that Rav Yosef, who has a samekh in his name, 
is the one who says that Egyptian zitom is made from barley 
[seorim], which has the letter sin. Sin is interchangeable with sa- 
mekh. And one should drink it between Passover and Shavuot. 
For one whose intestines are blocked, it will loosen his intestines 
and cure him; and for one whose bowels are loose, it will block 
him and cure him as well. 
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LANGUAGE 
A menstruating woman [dishtana] — Kam’: From the 
Persian dashtan, meaning menstruation or menstruating 
woman. 


Zitom - nim’: From the Greek Cd80¢ or õtoç, zutos, refer- 
ring to a specific kind of beer made in Egypt from barley. 


HALAKHA 
Spleen for healing teeth - pw binu: On Shabbat, a 
sick person may be treated medically with food even 
if the food might have harmful effects and is not com- 
monly consumed, provided that the food is not generally 
ingested for medicinal purposes (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 328:37). 


— NOTES —— 
Ulla and Babylonian beer - aa w) Kyy: Ulla was 
of the nehotei, the Sages from Eretz Yisrael who would 
descend to Babylonia to teach the Torah of Eretz Yisrael. 
On occasion, he shared his opinions about Babylonian 
foods and drinks. Here, he affirms that Babylonian beer ef- 
fectively caused diarrhea. Indeed, this type of beer, made 
from fermented dates, was a potent cure, and was espe- 
cially effective for people who did not drink it regularly. 
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BACKGROUND 
Jaundice — X3ipY: Apparently, the apprehension 
about infertility as a side effect of the treatment 
stems from the fact that jaundice is a long-term 
degenerative disease that significantly weakens 
the body, and these cures weaken the body even 
further and may cause infertility. 


Perek XIV 
Daf110 Amud b 


NOTES 
Fistful [buna] - x13: The Arukh interprets the 
word buna not as a fistful but as a vessel with a 
specific capacity. 
Pashtina - %3~wa: The geonim and the Arukh 
explain that this term refers to various types of 
vegetables that grow close to the ground. 


BACKGROUND 
Saffron [morika] — 
mon saffron plant of the iris family. In Aramaic, it 
is called kurkuma, and the Latin name is Crocus 


sativus. It has been used since ancient times. Saf- 
ron plants have bulbs, and, as a perennial plant, 


hey grow new leaves and flowers from their bulbs 
every year. The flowers have white corolla leaves 
hat surround the inside of the flower, which is a 
yellow-orange color. The flowers are used to make 


ow dyes and paint. Saffron is also used medicinally. 
t is cultivated and also grows wild in many parts 
of Eretz Yisrael. 


Saffron plant 
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And we also learned about a kos ikarin in the mishna. The Gemara 
asks: What is a kos ikarin? Rabbi Yohanan said: Let one bring the 
weight ofa zuz of Alexandrian gum, and a weight of a zuz of alum, 
and a weight of a zuz of garden saffron, and let one grind them 
together. The procedure for treating a zava is that she should drink 
these three ingredients with wine, and she will be cured of her 
emission and will not become barren. For treating jaundice® one 
should drink two of these ingredients with beer; however, one will 
become sterile from it. It was said that for treating a zava, she 
should drink these three ingredients with wine and she will be 
healed from her emission and will not become barren. And if it is 
not effective, let one bring three 


vessels full of Persian onions, and boil them in wine, and give it 

to her to drink. And we say to her: Stop emitting your discharge. 
And if that is not effective, seat her at a crossroads, and she should 

take a cup of wine in her hand, and let a person come from be- 
hind her and frighten her and say to her: Stop emitting your 
discharge. And if this is also not effective, bring her a fistful [buna ]" 

of cumin, and a fistful of saffron," and a fistful of fenugreek, and 

cook them in wine, and give it to her to drink, and say to her: Stop 

emitting your discharge. And if this is not effective, let one bring 

sixty barrel seals, soak them, and then spread it on her and say to 

her: Stop emitting your discharge. And if this is also does not ef- 
fective, let one bring pashtina," a type of grass, boil it in wine, and 

then spread it on her and say to her: Stop emitting your discharge. 
And if this is not effective, let one bring a thistle that grows on 

Roman thorns and burn it, and place its ashes in rags from linen 

clothing in the summer and in rags from cotton clothing in the 

winter. 


And if this is not effective, let one dig seven pits and burn young 
grape shoots in them from vines that are orla, and place a cup of 
wine in her hand and raise her up from that pit and sit her in 
another pit, and raise her from that pit and sit her in this pit, and 
raise her from that pit and sit her in this other pit. And each and 
every time say to her: Stop emitting your discharge. And if this is 
not effective, let one bring fine flour and place it on the bottom 
half ofher body and say to her: Stop emitting your discharge. And 
if this is not effective, let one bring an ostrich egg and burn it, and 
place its ashes in linen rags during the summer, and in cotton 
rags during the winter. And if this is also not effective, let one open 
a barrel of wine for her, and let her drink it. And if this is not ef- 
fective, let one hold a barley grain that is found in the dung of a 
white donkey. If she holds it for one day her discharge will cease 
for two days; and if she holds it for two days it will cease for three 
days, and if she holds it for three days it will cease forever. 


The Gemara states: For jaundice, one should drink two of the three 
ingredients mentioned together with beer, and one becomes ster- 
ile from it. The Gemara continues to discuss this remedy: And if 
one does not have these ingredients, i.e., Alexandrian gum, saffron, 
and alum, or if the remedy did not work, let one bring the head of 
a salted shibuta fish and boil it in beer and drink it. And if this is 
not effective, let one bring grasshopper brine and drink it. And if 
one does not have grasshopper brine, let one bring brine of small 
birds, and enter the bathhouse, and smear himself with it. And if 
there is no bathhouse, have him stand between the oven and the 
wall and sweat out his disease. Rabbi Yohanan said: One who 
seeks to warm this patient up should wrap him tightly in his sheet. 
Rav Aha bar Yosef was sick with this disease, and Rav Kahana 
performed this remedy for him and he was healed. 
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The Gemara continues: And if this remedy is not effective, let one 
bring three vessels of Persian dates, and three vessels of dripping 
wax [kira], and three vessels of red aloe, and boil them in beer 
and drink it. And if this remedy is not effective, let one bring a 
donkey foal, and shave the middle of its head, and let blood from 
the donkey’s forehead, and place it on his own head. And he 
should take care not to let the blood enter his eyes lest it blind him. 
And if this is not effective, let one bring a pickled ram’s head and 
boil it in beer and drink it. And if this is not effective, let him bring 
a striped something else, i.e., a pig, and tear it open and place it on 
his heart. And if this is not effective, let him bring leeks from the 
middle of the row, which are very sharp. 


It is reported that a certain Arab was sick with jaundice. He said to 
the gardener: Take my cloak and give me a row of leeks in exchange. 
The gardener gave him the row and he ate it. The Arab said to the 
gardener: Lend me your cloak and I will sleep in it for a short while. 
The gardener gave it to him and he wrapped himself in it and slept. 
When he got hot and stood up pieces fell from the cloak bit by bit 
because the cloak had become very hot from the Arab’s sweat. The 
Arab tricked the gardener, who ultimately received nothing. 


The Gemara discussed the remedy for jaundice, saying that one 
should drink two of the ingredients mentioned together with beer, 
and one becomes sterile from it. The Gemara asks: And is it permit- 
ted" to cause sterility? Wasn’t it taught in a baraita: From where is 
it derived that castration of a man" is prohibited?" The verse states: 
“Those whose testicles are bruised, or crushed, or torn, or cut, shall 


not be offered to the Lord, and you shall not do this in your land” 


(Leviticus 22:24), meaning that you shall not do it to yourselves; 
this is the statement of Rabbi Hanina. Apparently, it is prohibited 
to castrate a man. The Gemara answers: This prohibition applies 
only in a case where one intends to castrate. Here, in the cure for 
jaundice, the sterility happens on its own, incidental to the 
treatment." Proofis cited from that which Rabbi Yohanan said: One 
who seeks to castrate a rooster should remove its comb and it will 
become castrated on its own. Incidental castration is permitted. The 
Gemara rejects the proof. Didn’t Rav Ashi say: It is arrogance that 
it assumes when it has its comb, and when the comb is removed it 
becomes depressed and no longer procreates. However, it is not actu- 
ally castrated. Rather, apparently this remedy for jaundice is permit- 
ted only for one who is castrated and for whom causing sterility is 
not a concern. 


The Gemara asks: Didn’t Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba say that Rabbi 
Yohanan said: 


Everyone agrees that one who leavens a meal-offering after one 
who already leavened" it is liable for the additional leavening, as it 
is stated: “It shall not be baked leavened” (Leviticus 6:10), and it 
is also stated: “No offering that you sacrifice to God shall be made 
with leaven” (Leviticus 2:11). The Sages interpreted this to mean that 
one is liable for every act of leavening performed on a Temple offer- 
ing. Similarly, everyone agrees that one who castrates after one who 
castrates" is liable, as it is stated: “Those whose testicles are 
bruised, or crushed, or torn, or cut, shall not be offered to the Lord, 
and you shall not do this in your land” (Leviticus 22:24). Presumably, 
if one is liable when the seminal vesicles are cut, when the testicles 
are detached altogether all the more so one is liable. Rather, this 
comes to include that one who detaches after one who cuts is liable. 
Apparently, one is liable for sterilizing one who is already castrated. 
Rather, we must say that it is permitted to use a remedy that causes 
sterility in an old man who is no longer capable of procreating. 


ublisher 
LANGUAGE 
Wax [kira] — xY: From the Greek Kijpos, kèros, 
meaning wax. 


HALAKHA 
And is it permitted — 1 "33: It is prohibited to 
give a man a kos ikarin to drink because it causes 
infertility (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei 
Bia 16:12; Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 5:12). 


Castration of a man — DIKa DIVD: It is pro- 
hibited to cause infertility in males either by 
damaging their reproductive organs or by ad- 
ministering drugs. The Torah mandates lashes 
for violating this prohibition (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 16:10; Shulhan Arukh, 
Even HaEzer 5:11). 


Causing castration - D1» Da: According to 
he Torah, one who indirectly causes the castra- 
ion of an animal is not punished with lashes. 
evertheless, the Sages prohibit doing so. How- 
ever, causing an animal to lose its reproduc- 
ive ability without damaging its reproductive 
organs is permitted. Therefore, one is allowed 
o remove a rooster’s comb, even though the 
bird ceases to reproduce as a result, because 
doing so does not directly harm its reproductive 
organs (Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 5:13 and in 
he comment of the Rema). 


NOTES 


The prohibition against castration - 10% 
DYD: The verse quoted in the Gemara with 
regard to an animal with torn or cut testicles is 
referring to offering blemished animals as sac- 
rifices. In that context, the Torah is referring only 
o the suitability of damaged animals for the 
altar. The end of the verse: “And you shall not do 
his in your land,” teaches that castration in any 
orm is considered a blemish for an animal, and 
hat it is prohibited to castrate an animal. This 
prohibition applies to all male animals, includ- 
ing those which cannot be offered as sacrifices. 
However, the Sages infer from the verse that any 
damage caused to the normal functioning of 
an animal's reproductive system, even if caused 
indirectly, undermines God's purpose in Cre- 
ation, as the verse states, “He did not create it for 
naught; He formed it to be settled” (Isaiah 45:18). 
According to the Rambam, causing infertility in 
female animals violates a rabbinic prohibition. 


HALAKHA 


One who leavens after one who already 
leavened - yama Int yam: It is prohibited 
to leaven meal-offerings, and one who leavens 
them is liable to be flogged with lashes. The 
same applies to one who leavens an item that 
has already been leavened (Rambam Sefer Avo- 
da, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 12:14). 


One who castrates after one who castrates — 
DWA INK DWA: It is prohibited to remove or de- 
stroy the male reproductive organs of a human 
being, an animal, or a bird. This applies whether 
the animals or birds are kosher or non-kosher, 
in Eretz Yisrael or outside of it. By Torah law, 
one who performs castration is punished with 
lashes. The prohibition applies and is a punish- 
able offense even if one only adds to the castra- 
tion of a male that had already been castrated 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 16:10; 
Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 5:11). 


PATI PI: PEREK XIV-u1A 1§7 
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BACKGROUND 


These have restored me to my youth — anny 77 
omy: Apparently, Rabbi Yohanan is not referring to 
remedies for barrenness. Rather, he remembers those 
medicines that increase male virility, which include the 
possibility of restoring procreative function. 


HALAKHA 


Female sterilization - nwxa DY: Causing a woman 
to become sterile is not included in the prohibition 
against castration, and one is not liable for doing so. 
According to the Rambam, it is prohibited even though 
the perpetrator is exempt from punishment (Maggid 
Mishne; Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 16:6; 
Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 5:12). 


Sipping vinegar — ynin ny»: One who has a tooth- 
ache on Shabbat may not sip vinegar and spit it out. 


However, it is permitted to sip and swallow the vinegar 
or dip one's food in vinegar, in accordance with the 
opinion of Abaye (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 21:24; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 328:32). 
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The Gemara asks: Didn’t Rabbi Yohanan say with regard to remedies 

that restore procreative ability: These have restored me to my 
youth?” Apparently, even an elderly man can procreate with the prop- 
er remedy. Rather, the remedy for jaundice was discussed with regard 

to awoman," who is not commanded to reproduce. The Gemara asks: 
And according to Rabbi Yohanan ben Beroka, who said: The mitz- 
va is incumbent on both of them, the man and the woman, as it states: 

“And God blessed them and God said to them: Be fruitful and 

multiply and fill the earth and conquer it” (Genesis 1:28), what is 

there to say? How could a woman use this remedy? In his opinion a 

woman is also commanded to procreate. The Gemara answers: In his 

opinion, this remedy may be used for an elderly woman or, alterna- 
tively, for a barren woman. He would agree that there is no prohibi- 
tion to cause infertility in a woman who cannot conceive. 


hoi d about pain in his teeth 
MISHNA One w] mis Conen about pain in his teet 


may not sip vinegar" through them on Shab- 
bat for medicinal purposes: however, he may dip his food in vinegar 
in his usual manner and eat it, and if he is healed by the vinegar, he 
is healed. One who is concerned about pain in his loins may not 
smear wine and vinegar on them on Shabbat because that is a medi- 
cal treatment. However, one may smear oil on them. However, one 
may not use rose oil, which is very expensive and used exclusively as 
a cure. However, princes may smear with rose oil on their wounds 
on Shabbat because it is their usual manner to smear rose oil on 
themselves during the week for pleasure. Rabbi Shimon says: All of 
the Jewish people are princes, and it is permitted for them to smear 
rose oil on themselves on Shabbat. 


G E M ARA Rav Aha Arikha, so named for his height as 


the word arikha literally means long in Ara- 
maic, who is also known as Rav Aha bar Pappa, raised a contradic- 
tion before Rabbi Abbahu: We learned in the mishna that one who 
is concerned about pain in his teeth may not sip vinegar through 
them on Shabbat. Is that to say that vinegar is beneficial for teeth? 
Isn’t it written: “Like vinegar to the teeth, and like smoke to the 
eyes, so is the lazy one to those who send him” (Proverbs 10:26)? The 
Gemara answers: This is not difficult, as there is a distinction. This 
verse, which indicates that vinegar is harmful for teeth, is referring to 
fruit vinegar." The mishna, which indicates that vinegar is beneficial 
for teeth, is referring to wine vinegar. And if you wish, say instead 
that both this and that are referring to wine vinegar. In that case, the 
distinction is as follows: The mishna, which states that vinegar is 
beneficial for teeth, is referring to a situation in which there is a 
wound in the teeth. That verse, which indicates that it is harmful for 
teeth, is referring to a situation in which there is not a wound in the 
teeth. The Gemara explains: Where there is a wound, vinegar heals; 
where there is not a wound, it weakens the teeth. 


We learned in the mishna: One may not sip vinegar through his teeth 
on Shabbat. The Gemara asks: Wasn’t it taught in a baraita that the 
prohibition to sip vinegar on Shabbat means that one may not sip 
and spit it out; however, one may sip and swallow it? Abaye said: 
When we learned this ruling in the mishna, we learned it with regard 
to the case of one who sips and spits it out. Rava said: Even if you 
say that the mishna prohibits sipping vinegar even in a case where 
one sips and swallows it, there is still a distinction. Here, the baraita 
permits sipping vinegar before dipping one’s food in it, as he appears 
to be doing so for pleasure. Here, the mishna prohibits sipping vin- 
egar after dipping," when it is clear that one is doing so for medicinal 
purposes. 


Fruit vinegar — 157 x7: According to the Jerusalem Talmud, 
fruit vinegar is good for one’s teeth, in contrast to wine vinegar. 


After dipping - Yvy an: Based on the Jerusalem Talmud, 
Rabbeinu Hananel writes that vinegar can only heal teeth 


NOTES 


when it is dipped in food. In the Josefot Rid it is explained 
that before dipping one appears to taste the vinegar to de- 
termine if it is good for dipping, and the medicinal purpose 
is not apparent. That is not the case after one already dipped 
food in it. 
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The Gemara asks: And let us say that since before dipping it, 
sipping it is permitted, after dipping it sipping it is also permit- 
ted. As we heard that Rava accepts the principle of since.” The 

principle of since is illustrated in the following example: The Sages 

discussed whether one may immerse himself in a ritual bath on 

Shabbat, even though immersion is similar to repairing oneself 
through purification and is therefore prohibited. The conclusion 

of that discussion was that immersion is permitted because it ap- 
pears as if the individual is bathing for pleasure. On the other hand, 
immersion is prohibited on Yom Kippur, as bathing for pleasure 

is prohibited then. 


Rava said: There is nothing that is permitted on Shabbat and 
prohibited on Yom Kippur. The principle is: Since it is permit- 
ted on Shabbat, it is also permitted on Yom Kippur. Although 
the reason to permit bathing on Shabbat does not apply on Yom 
Kippur, Rava nonetheless permits it due to the principle of since. 
The decrees of the Sages should be applied equally to whatever 
degree possible, without making distinctions for particular cases. 
Here, too, in the case of sipping vinegar, since it is permitted to sip 
vinegar before dipping food, it should also be permitted to sip 
vinegar after dipping food. 


The Gemara answers: Rava retracted that statement and prohib- 
ited sipping vinegar. The Gemara asks: From where can it be 
determined that he retracted that statement? Perhaps he re- 
tracted this statement with regard to immersion in a ritual bath 
on Yom Kippur. The Gemara answers: It does not enter your 
mind to say so, as it was taught in a baraita: All obligated in im- 
mersions immerse in their usual manner, both on the Ninth of 
Av and on Yom Kippur. Rava certainly does not dispute this ba- 
raita. 


We learned in the mishna: One who is concerned about pain in 
his loins may not smear rose oil on them on Shabbat, and Rabbi 
Shimon permits doing so. Rabbi Abba bar Zavda said that Rav 
said: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Shimon. The Gemara is surprised at this: Is that to say that Rav 
holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon?" Didn't 
Rav Shimi bar Hiyya say the following in the name of Rav? With 
regard to this cloth stopper inserted into the spout of a barrel," 


it is prohibited to insert it tightly on a Festival due to the pro- 
hibited labor of wringing. Doesn’t Rabbi Shimon permit perform- 
ing an unintentional act from which a prohibited labor may ensue? 
The Gemara answers: In that case, even Rabbi Shimon concedes 
that it is prohibited, as it was Abaye and Rava who both said: 
Rabbi Shimon concedes in instances categorized as: Cut off its 
head and it shall not die. This category refers to situations where 
the ensuing prohibited labor is inevitable. In those kinds of cases, 
one is liable even according to Rabbi Shimon. Since stuffing a 
cloth into a barrel will inevitably lead to wringing wine from it, 
Rabbi Shimon concedes that doing so is forbidden. 


BACKGROUND 


Since - Songint: This principle is found in numerous halakhic 
discussions. Although it differs from case to case, this principle 
is primarily applied to avoid creating distinctions within the 
decrees of the Sages, despite the fact that avoiding distinc- 
tions may result in lenient rulings. 


NOTES 


Is that to say that Rav holds in accordance with the opinion 

of Rabbi Shimon - mh wpa iyaw ay 271 KY: This pas- 
sage puzzled the early commentaries. They asked: Where does 

the assumption that Rav generally agrees with Rabbi Shimon 

with regard to all of the halakhot of Shabbat come from? Why 

can't a scholar agree with Rabbi Shimon with regard to only 

one halakha? The Rashba quotes some commentaries who 

answer that the Sages had a tradition that whoever accepts 

Rabbi Shimon’s opinion with regard to one halakha of Shab- 
bat agrees with him in all other areas of the halakhot of Shab- 
bat as well. The Ba'al HaMaor offers an alternative explanation, 
by which the Sages had a tradition that Rav did not accept 
Rabbi Shimon’s Shabbat rulings. According to most commen- 
taries, though, there is indeed a connection, since the asser- 
tion that all Jewish people are princes is an insufficient reason 

for leniency. Consequently, the principle that an unintentional 

act, with regard to which Rabbi Shimon is lenient, is permitted 

must also be taken into consideration. This must be the case, 
as even if Jewish people are princes and are fit to use rose oil, it 
should be prohibited on Shabbat due to its healing properties 

(Rashba; Tosafot; Rav Elazar Moshe Horowitz). 


Stopper inserted into...a barrel — KIT KDD: Some 
commentaries explain that the prohibition involved in placing 
a cloth stopper in the spout of a barrel is not the subcategory 
of wringing the cloth, but building. Inserting the stopper 
effectively plugs a hole that is not used for drinking. Leaving 
the plug in the spout constitutes building or adding on to a 
building (see Arukh). 


HALAKHA 


Stopper inserted into...a barrel — xn127 KDD: Some 
authorities permit removing a cloth stopper "from a wine 
barrel on Shabbat. In doing so there is no violation of the 
subcategory of wringing because the inevitable result is not 
desirable. Other authorities prohibit this act because the out- 
come is inevitable. The custom is to be lenient in this matter, 
and people should be given the benefit of the doubt that 
there is a reason for this leniency. One should take care not to 
plug a barrel while there is a vessel underneath it, as in that 
case he would benefit from wringing the cloth (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 320:18). 


‘SOP TI" p9- PEREK XIV ` 111B 
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BACKGROUND 


The halakha is...but not for his reason — mayon xd. non: 


This kind of halakhic ruling is unusual. In general, when a ha- 


lakha is decided in accordance with the opinion of one of the 


Sages, his reasoning is accepted as well. Occasionally, however, 


the Gemara accepts a halakhic decision on practical grounds but 
rejects the rationale. 


LANGUAGE 
Rose [vered] - 1M: The origin of this word, as well as that of the 


Aramaic word varda, is the Iranian word ward, meaning rose. 


Rose cultivation was and remains popular in Persia, which is why 
rose oil was more common in Babylonia, where Rav lived, than 
in Eretz Yisrael. 


HALAKHA 
Smearing rose oil - 37) yawa 7: On Shabbat, one may not 
smear rose oil for medicinal purposes. However, it is permitted in 
locations where rose oil is commonly available and people use it 
for other purposes (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 327:1). 
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The Gemara asks again: Didn’t Rav Hiyya bar Ashi say that Rav 
said explicitly: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehuda, and Rav Hanan bar Ami said that Shmuel 
said: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Shimon. And Rav Hiyya bar Avin taught the same tradition 
without mentioning the names of the men who cited the state- 
ments, but cited it directly: Rav said: The halakha is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, and Shmuel said: 
The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shi- 
mon. Rather, Rava said: I and the lion of the group explained 
this. And the Gemara asks: And who is the lion of the group? 
It is Rabbi Hiyya bar Avin. He and Rava explained: The hala- 
kha is indeed in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, 
but not for his reason.’ 


The Gemara explains: What exactly is the meaning of the state- 
ment: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 

Shimon, but not for his reason? If we say the halakha is in 

accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, who permits 

smearing rose oil, but not for his reason, because Rabbi Shi- 
mon holds that rose oil heals, and Rav holds that it does not 

heal, which is why he permits smearing it on Shabbat, then does 

Rav hold that rose oil does not heal? From the fact that it is 

taught: Princes smear rose [vered]' oil on their wounds;" by 
inference, it heals. Rather, it means: The halakha is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, who permits rose 

oil, but not for his reason. As Rabbi Shimon holds that al- 
though rose oil is uncommon and expensive, and anyone who 

sees one smearing it realizes that it is for medicinal purposes, 
nevertheless, it is permitted. And Rav holds that if rose oil is 

common in a given place, yes, one may smear it on himself; 

however, if it is not common there, it is not permitted. And 

in Rav’s place, roses were common, and that is why he permit- 
ted smearing with rose oil on Shabbat. However, in a place 

where rose oil is uncommon, he concedes to the Rabbis, who 

prohibited doing so. 
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In this chapter, it was concluded that one who kills a living creature of any kind is 
liable for taking a life on Shabbat. However, with regard to creeping animals, it was 
determined that one is liable for wounding on Shabbat only those eight creeping 
animals that are enumerated in the Bible with reference to the laws ofimpurity. One 
is not liable for wounding other creeping animals because there is no evidence that 
their skin is considered halakhic skin. Therefore, one who inflicts a wound upon 
them is liable only when blood actually flows from the body of the creature; internal 
bleeding is not considered a bruise from a legal perspective. 


This chapter’s discussion of healing on Shabbat provided minutely detailed descrip- 
tions of all sorts of medicines, especially those that have medicinal value but are 
typically eaten or drunk by healthy individuals. The rule was explained as follows: 
Any substance which is normally ingested for non-medicinal purposes can be con- 
sumed by a sick person for curative purposes. However, medical procedures a healthy 
person would not normally perform are prohibited on Shabbat because it is apparent 
to all that the procedure is medical. In that case, a sick person may only perform the 
procedure in an unusual and distinctive manner, not in the manner in which it is 
customarily practiced as a medicine. Of course, in any life-threatening situation, it 
is permitted to perform even primary categories of prohibited labor. 


Summary of 
Perek XIV 
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This chapter contains two distinct topics. The first topic is the primary labors of ty- 
ing and untying knots. The Gemara specifies, explains, and identifies these labors. 


Tying and untying, as is the case with regard to the labors of building and destroy- 
ing, constitute a pair of labors for which one is liable for one labor only under the 
same conditions for which he liable for the other, e.g., one is liable for either tying 
or untying only if the knot is a permanent one. 


To understand these labors, it is first necessary to clarify what constitutes a knot. 
What are the types of knots that the Torah prohibited one to tie or untie on Shab- 
bat? Several traditions were received by the Sages on this matter. They too require 
analysis and additional clarification. 


There is a fundamental principle that one is liable for tying or untying only a perma- 
nent knot, i.e., a knot designed to endure. This requirement precludes knots made to 
be immediately undone as well as knots meant to be undone in the near future. The 
definition of permanence as it pertains to a knot requires further clarification. Does 
permanence relate to the function of the knot, the method by which the knot was 
tied, or both? If permanence relates only to the method of tying, it is only necessary 
to ascertain if a knot was tied in such a manner that it can endure for a long period 
of time. If so, the person who tied the knot is liable for his action, even ifhe intended 
for the knot to be temporary and planned to immediately untie it. 


During this discussion, many sets of circumstances are described, including various 
types of knots and various uses of materials. Consideration is given to both knots 
tied in a common, simple manner and knots tied with utensils or parts of vessels, 
such as the knots of shoes, sandals, and the like. The central theme of this chapter is 
the qualifications of a knot for the purposes of both Torah law and rabbinic decree. 


The second topic included in this chapter, which appears only incidentally and to 
which a small portion of the chapter is dedicated, is the prohibition to prepare on 
Shabbat for the rest of the week. There are activities whose performance involves 
no Torah prohibition whatsoever, or at the most involves a minor risk of violating 
a rabbinic prohibition; however, the Sages prohibited them in cases in which their 
performance on Shabbat constitutes preparation for the weekdays. It is considered 
irreverent to prepare for the weekdays on the supremely holy day of Shabbat. This 
broad general principle requires elaboration: Which activities are permitted within 
this framework, and which preparatory activities remain prohibited? This issue is 
elucidated in detail in this chapter. 


Introduction to 
Perek XV 
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MI S H N And these are knots" for which one is liable to bring 
a sin-offering if one tied them on Shabbat:" A camel 
driver’s knot and a sailor’s knot," both of which are meant to be permanent. 
And just as one is liable to bring a sin-offering for tying these knots, so 
too, he is liable to bring a sin-offering for untying them." Rabbi Meir says 
a principle: For tying any knot that one can untie with one of his hands, 
one is not liable to bring a sin-offering, because a loose knot of that sort is 
not considered permanent even if that was his intention. 
G E M A The Gemara asks: What are a camel driver’s knot’ 
anda sailor’s knot? Ifyou say that these are a knot 
that one uses to tie a strap to the camel's nose ring in order to pull it and a 
knot that one uses to tie a rope to the ring [isterida]' fixed to the bow of 
a ship when the ship is docked, then these knots are not meant to be 
permanent, as they are periodically untied. Rather, a camel driver’s knot 
is the knot that fixes the nose ring itselfin the camel’s nose, and the sailor's 


knot is the knot that fixes the ring itself to the ship. These knots are never 
untied and are permanent. 


We learned in the mishna that Rabbi Meir says a principle: For tying any 
knot that one can untie with one of his hands, one is not liable for tying it. 
Rav Ahadvoy, brother of Mar Aha, raised a dilemma: With regard to tying 
a bow, what is the ruling according to Rabbi Meir? Is it permitted to tie it 

tightly on Shabbat or not? The dilemma is: Is the reason for the opinion of 
Rabbi Meir merely that because one can untie the knot with one of his 

hands it is not considered a permanent knot, and this bow too, he can 

untie it with one of his hands and therefore he would not be liable for tying 

on Shabbat? Or perhaps the reason for the opinion of Rabbi Meir is be- 
cause typically a knot that can be untied with one hand is not particularly 
tight, and this bow is tight and therefore it is prohibited to tie it on Shabbat. 
This dilemma is not resolved, and the Gemara concludes: Let it stand un- 
resolved. 


MI S H N A You have knots for which one is not liable to bring 


a sin-offering as one is liable for tying a camel driv- 
er’s knot and a sailor’s knot; however, it is nevertheless prohibited to tie 
them. A woman may tie closed the opening of her robe" with straps, as 
well as the strings of her hairnet and the laces of her girdle, i.e., a wide belt 
tied with laces. One may also tie the straps of a shoe or a sandal, as well 
as the spouts of wine or oil jugs. One may also tie a garment over a pot of 
meat. Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov says: One may tie a rope across an 
entrance before an animal so that it will not go out. 


G E M ARA The Gemara asks: This matter itself is difficult, as 


there is an internal contradiction in the mishna. On 
the one hand, you said that there are knots for which one is not liable to 
bring a sin-offering as he is for tying a camel driver’s knot and a sailor’s 
knot, which would seem to indicate that although there is no Torah liabil- 
ity, there is a rabbinic prohibition. And then it was taught that a woman 
may tie the opening of her robe, indicating that doing so is permitted even 
ab initio. The Gemara answers that this is what the mishna is saying: There 
are knots for which one is not liable to bring a sin-offering for tying them 
on Shabbat as he is for tying a camel driver’s knot and a sailor’s knot. And 
which are these? 


HALAKHA 


And these are knots for which one is liable to bring a sin-offering if 
one tied them on Shabbat - why pany owp rer: One who ties 
a permanent, professional knot on Shabbat, e.g., a camel driver's knot 
or a sailor's knot, is liable for performing the prohibited labor of tying 
on Shabbat. It is likewise prohibited to tie a permanent knot that is 
not a professional knot as well as a professional knot that is temporary. 
However, one is exempt from bringing a sin-offering for tying knots 
such as these (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 10:1; Shulhan 


Arukh, Orah Hayyim 317:1). 


So too, he is liable to bring a sin-offering for untying them - 33 


nw by 2» KA: It is also prohibited to untie on Shabbat any knot 
that it is prohibited to tie on Shabbat. Just as one is liable for ty- 
ing a permanent knot, he is liable for untying that knot, provided 
he does so for a specific purpose (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
31771). 


A woman may tie closed the opening of her robe - nwy nywip 
apbn nna: A woman may tie the opening of her garment as well as 
other knots that are not professional knots if they are not designated 
to remain tied permanently. It is permitted to tie these knots ab initio 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 10:3). 


NOTES 


Knots in the Tabernacle — jawna ow: In 
the Jerusalem Talmud, different opinions are 
cited with regard to the knots used in the 
Tabernacle. One opinion points to the pegs 
anchoring the ropes that held the courtyard 
walls in place. The pegs themselves were not 
actually permanent and would occasionally 
be moved. However, since the nation traveled 
only by divine command, the pegs were con- 
sidered permanent, and therefore the knots 
with which the ropes were tied to the pegs 
were also considered permanent. Other com- 
mentaries are of the opinion that permanent 
knots were used when tying the strings that 
ripped in the fabric of the Tabernacle’s curtains. 


Prohibited knots — wiog DWP: The author- 
ities disagree about the nature of the knots 
used by a camel driver and a sailor, and this 
dispute has many ramifications. According to 
Rashi, these two knots are merely examples, 
and the Torah in fact prohibits tying any perma- 
nent knot. The Rambam and others, however, 
are of the opinion that the knots mentioned in 
the mishna are not merely permanent knots 
but professional riggings. Consequently, one 
is liable only for tying a professional knot on 
Shabbat and not for tying an ordinary knot, 
even if it is a permanent one. 


LANGUAGE 
Ring [isterida] - “nex: The precise form 
and origin of this word is unclear. Some author- 
ities believe that it is from the Greek tépOptoc, 
terthriyos, meaning a rope tied to the mast of a 
ship, or special holes on a mast through which 
ropes are inserted. 


BACKGROUND 
Camel driver's knot — post wp: 


Camel with a fixed nose ring 
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| BACKGROUND - 
Two laces — wth: 


Garment with two laces, like those worn in talmudic times 


Sandal - Sap: Almost all of the straps on these san- 
dals are loose and retied every day. The residents of 
Mehoza apparently wore sandals similar to these. 


Roman noble’s sandals with loose straps 


This sandal has one knot that can be untied on its 
upper part. The rest of the knots are tied by the shoe- 
maker and are not untied. 


Detail of statue with Roman sandal from the talmudic period 


The sandal below is not shaped like a foot. If the 
strap between the toes breaks, the sandal can easily 
be turned around and worn on the other foot, us- 
ing what used to be the front of the sandal as the 
heel. There are more than four ears and four straps 
on this sandal. The interpretation suggested later in 
the Gemara is not simply theoretical but relates to 
an actual sandal. 


Sketch of Roman sandal from the mishnaic period 
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A knot with which one ties a strap to the camel's nose ring and a 
knot with which one ties a rope to the ring fixed to the bow of a 
ship, with regard to liability to bring a sin-offering, there is none; 
however, there is a rabbinic prohibition. And there are knots that 
are permitted to be tied on Shabbat ab initio. And which are these? 
The knot that a woman uses to tie the opening of her robe. 


We learned in the mishna: A woman may tie the opening of her 
robe on Shabbat. The Gemara states: This is obvious, as the knot is 
meant to be untied and is therefore not permanent. The Gemara 
explains: It is only necessary to state this halakha in a case where 
the robe has two laces? with which to tie the opening. Lest you say 
that one of them may become void because the woman can remove 
the garment even with one string, leaving the one not untied a 
permanent knot, it therefore teaches us that neither knot is consid- 
ered permanent. 


We learned in the mishna: And a woman may tie the strings of her 
hairnet on Shabbat. The Gemara states: This is obvious. The Ge- 
mara clarifies the matter: It was only necessary to state this halakha 
in a case where the hairnet is tied loosely on her head. Lest you say 
that she sometimes removes it without untying it and the knots 
remain, the mishna teaches us that a woman is protective of her 
hair and avoids pulling it out, and therefore she unties the hairnet 
to avoid damaging her hair. 


We learned in the mishna: And it is permitted to tie the straps ofa 
shoe or a sandal’ on Shabbat. It was stated with regard to one who 
untied the straps of a shoe or a sandal: One baraita taught that 
one who did so on Shabbat is liable to bring a sin-offering; and it 
was taught in another baraita that one is exempt by Torah law, and 
it is prohibited to untie those straps ab initio; and it was taught in 
another baraita that it is permitted to untie these knots ab initio. 
This is difficult, as there is a contradiction between one statement 
with regard to a shoe and another statement with regard to the 
straps of a shoe; and this is difficult, as there is a contradiction 
between one statement with regard to the straps of a sandal and 
another statement with regard to the straps of a sandal. 


The Gemara explains: The apparent contradiction between one 
statement with regard to a shoe and the other statement with regard 
to a shoe is not difficult, as that baraita, which teaches that one 
is liable to bring a sin- offering, is referring to a shoemaker’s knot, 
which is permanent as it holds the shoe together. The baraita that 
states that he is exempt by Torah law and it is prohibited by rab- 
binic decree is referring to the shoe worn by Sages, as they often tie 
their shoes loosely so they can easily put on and remove their shoes. 
The baraita that teaches that it is permitted to tie shoes ab initio is 
referring to such knots used by the residents of the city of 
Mehoza," who are meticulous in their dress and who tie and untie 
their shoes every day. 


Sages and the residents of Mehoza — Xtina 1251 j237: Some com- 
mentaries explain that these different methods of tying shoes were 
based on the distance and speed that each of these groups would 
typically walk. Arab merchants, who walked through the desert, 


NOTES 
required shoes and sandals that fit tightly and properly, while the 
rabbis, who were not typically in such a hurry, wore their shoes 
more loosely. The people of Mehoza were pampered and wore 
shoes that fit loosely (see Meiri). 
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Similarly, the contradiction between one statement with regard to the straps 
ofa sandal and the other statement with regard to the straps of a sandal is 
not difficult, as that baraita, which teaches that one is liable to bring a 
sin-offering, is referring to Arab sandals, for which shoemakers tie per- 
manent knots. And the baraita that teaches that he is exempt by Torah law 
and it is prohibited by rabbinic decree is referring to straps" that they, i.e., 
ordinary people, tie. The baraita that teaches that it is permitted to tie and 
untie the straps of a sandal ab initio is referring to a sandal shared by two 
people who alternate going out at different times. They untie and retie the 
straps each time to ensure that the sandals will fit properly, like the sandals 
of Rav Yehuda; as Rav Yehuda, brother of Rav Sala Hasida, had a pair of 
sandals, and sometimes he would go out wearing them and sometimes 
his child would go out wearing them. Rav Yehuda came before Abaye and 
said to him: What is the ruling in a case of this kind? May I tie the straps 
on Shabbat? Abaye said to him: Doing so renders you liable to bring a sin- 
offering. 


Rav Yehuda said to him: Now, even if your ruling in that case had been that 
one is exempt by Torah law but it is still prohibited by rabbinic law, it 
would be difficult for me, and you say to me that the ruling is that one is 
liable to bring a sin-offering. Abaye asked him: What is the reason for that 
difficulty? Rav Yehuda said to him: Because on weekdays too I sometimes 
go out wearing them and sometimes my child goes out wearing them. 
Abaye said to him: If so, it is permitted to untie the straps ab initio. 


Rabbi Yirmeya was walking after Rabbi Abbahu in a karmelit on Shabbat 
when the strap of his sandal tore." Rabbi Yirmeya said to Rabbi Abbahu: 
What should I do to it? Rabbi Abbahu said to him: Take a moist reed fit 
for animal consumption and wrap it around the sandal to fasten it. And 
the Gemara relates: Abaye was standing before Rav Yosef on Shabbat 
when the strap of his sandal tore. Abaye said to Rav Yosef: What should 
I do with it? He said to him: Leave it and do not move it. Abaye said to 
him: Howis this case different from that of Rabbi Yirmeya? He answered 
him: There the sandal would not have been protected; here it will be 
protected. Abaye said to him: But it remains a utensil and may therefore 
be moved on Shabbat, as if I so desire, I can switch it" from the right foot 
to the left foot and wear it. Rav Yosef said to him: From the fact that 
Rabbi Yohanan explains the matter in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda, as will be explained, conclude from it that the halakha is 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. Therefore, a torn sandal 
is not considered to be a utensil even if it were switched, i.e., turned around. 


The Gemara asks: What is that opinion of Rabbi Yehuda? As it was taught 
in a baraita: A sandal that was ritually impure, whose two ears that hold 
the straps or whose two straps (ge onim) broke," or whose entire sole was 
removed, becomes ritually pure because it is no longer a utensil. However, 
if only one ofits ears or one of its straps broke, or if only most but not all 
of its sole was removed, it remains impure. Rabbi Yehuda says: If the 
inner strap broke it remains impure, because the outer strap can still be 
used. If the outer strap broke it is rendered pure. And Ulla, and some say 
Rabba bar bar Hana, said that Rabbi Yohanan said: Like there is a dispute 
with regard to ritual impurity, so too, there is a dispute with regard to 
Shabbat, i.e., whether or not it is permitted to wear such a sandal on Shab- 
bat. However, there is no dispute with regard to halitza. 


And we discussed this issue: In accordance with whose opinion is the 
statement of Rabbi Yohanan? If you say that it is in accordance with the 
opinion of the Rabbis, and the baraita is explained as follows: From the 
fact that it is a utensil with regard to ritual impurity, it is also a utensil 
with regard to Shabbat, but it is not considered a utensil with regard to 
halitza. However, didn’t we learn in a mishna: If she removed the left shoe, 
which was on the right foot of her brother-in-law, her halitza is valid? Ap- 
parently, awoman can perform halitza even when the shoe is on the wrong 
foot, and it is not deemed unfit for halitza. Rather, Rabbi Yohanan’s opinion 
must be in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, and is saying 
the following: From the fact that with regard to impurity it is not a uten- 
sil, with regard to Shabbat it is also not a utensil. However, that is not the 
case with regard to halitza, for which it is a utensil. 


olisher 


NOTES 

Straps - vata: Some explain that the 
Gemara interprets both baraitot as referring 
to the same type of sandal. However, there 
is a difference between Arabs, who tighten 
their sandals, and other people, who do not 
tighten them as much. According to Rab- 
beinu Hananel’s interpretation, a humarta is 
the leather ring on a sandal into which the 
straps are inserted and tightened as neces- 
sary. The residents of Mehoza would tie their 
sandals directly onto their feet without any 
permanent knots. 


A sandal ina karmelit - mora ap: Some 
authorities are of the opinion that the halakha 
in this case is contingent on the potential 
financial loss that may occur. Since a sandal 
left in a karmelit is not protected, the Sages 
allowed people to carry it there due to the 
potential monetary loss. Indeed, the Sages 
were lenient where carrying on Shabbat is 
prohibited by rabbinic law and there is po- 
tential monetary loss. On the other hand, one 
may not carry a sandal or other object in a 
courtyard since it is protected there (see Rab- 
beinu Hananel). Other commentaries assert 
that the issue is not dependent on the ques- 
tion of monetary loss. Rather, since the shoe is 
not protected in a karmelit, the individual will 
not set it aside from his consciousness as he 
usually would when an object is useless, as he 
believes he could wear it by fastening it with 
a reed. However, in a courtyard, where the 
sandal is protected, he does not plan to wear 
it by fastening it with a reed and therefore 
sets it aside from his consciousness (Ra’avad). 


| can switch it - a KXN: The geonim 
explain that one does not switch the sandal 
from the right foot to the left, but rather re- 
verses the broken sandal and wears the back 
part in the front. Although the straps on one 
side are torn, one can keep the sandal on by 
holding the straps with his toes. 


HALAKHA 


A sandal whose strap tore - 7ppoaw bay 
ingay: If the inner strap ofa sandal breaks on 
Shabbat, the sandal remains a utensil and it 
is permitted to carry it. If its outer strap broke, 
it is no longer considered a utensil and it is 
prohibited to carry it. If a strap broke in a kar- 
melit, one may wrap a wet reed fit for animal 
consumption around the sandal to prevent it 
from falling off his foot. This is prohibited in 
a courtyard, where it is protected, in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Abbahu and 
Rav Yosef (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 308:15). 


A sandal whose two ears...broke, etc. — 
D1 PIX NW PDD bap: A ritually impure 

sandal Whose two ears, heel, front, or sole 

broke becomes pure if it no longer holds most 

of the foot (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Ke- 
lim 712-13). 
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HALAKHA 
She removed the left shoe which was on the right foot - 
pva xnw bw abn: If, when a woman performed the ritual 
of halitza, her brother-in-law was wearing the left shoe on his 
right foot, the procedure is still valid (Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 
169:22 in the comment of the Rema). 
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HALAKHA 


A sandal that one of its ears broke and he repaired it, etc. - 
ADMINA NIX TDD bap: A sandal that became ritu- 
ally impure ‘by treading, whose ear was broken and then re- 
paired, retains the impurity. If the second ear also broke and 
was repaired, the sandal becomes ritually pure, because it is 
no longer the same sandal. However, it is still impure due to 
contact with the ritual impurity imparted by treading (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 7:12). 


NOTES 
Impurity imparted by treading [midras] - DYMA X2Y: Rashi 
and Tosafot discuss this matter. It is unclear how ritual impurity 
imparted by treading is a factor. Some commentaries explain 
hat the sandal was initially rendered impure in two ways: First, 
rom the ritual impurity imparted by treading, and second, 
rom the impurity contracted through contact with an object 
hat is ritually impure by treading. Initially, the impurity im- 
parted through contact with an object that is ritually impure by 
reading is insignificant in the face of the more severe impurity 
imparted by treading itself. However, once the utensil is voided 
o the point that it can no longer become impure with ritual im- 
purity imparted by treading, the previous impurity still remains. 
Others posit that this makes sense only with regard to the other 
ear. That ear was pure before it was included in the sandal, and 
it subsequently contracted impurity through contact with an 
object that is ritually impure by treading, thereby rendering the 
entire sandal impure (see Rashba). 


So as not to break Rabbi Yohanan’s statement — iaw xow 
janie aby v27: According to Rabbi Yitzhak ben Yosef, Rabbi 
Yohanan’s statement does not correspond with the simple 
understanding of the mishna. However, since his opinion can 
be emended and interpreted differently, the Gemara does so 
in deference to Rabbi Yohanan (Adderet Eliyahu). 
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The Gemara asks: Say that we said that if she removed the left 
shoe which was on the right foot," her halitza is valid, that 
applies only in a case where it is fit as a utensil for its usual 
purpose, i.e., it can be used as footwear. However, here it is not 
fit as a utensil for its usual purpose, as Rabbi Yehuda said: If 
the outer strap of the sandal tore, the sandal is rendered ritu- 
ally pure. Apparently, according to Rabbi Yehuda, it is not a 
utensil. Rabbi Yohanan’s statement is difficult according to both 
opinions. The Gemara answers: Actually, his opinion is in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda; however, emend 
his statement and say that Rabbi Yohanan said: And this is the 
halakha with regard to halitza as well. And this teaches us that 
when we say that if she removed the left shoe that was on the 
right foot her halitza is valid, that is only in a case where 


it is fit as a utensil for its usual purpose, i.e., it can be used as 
footwear. However, here it is not fit as a utensil for its usual 
purpose. 


The Gemara asks: Did Rabbi Yohanan in fact say that the ha- 
lakha is in accordance with Rabbi Yehuda, who says that if the 

outer strap broke the sandal becomes pure? Didn’t Rabbi 

Yohanan say: The halakha is in accordance with an unattrib- 
uted mishna? And we learned in a mishna: A sandal that be- 
came ritually impure with impurity imparted by the treading of 
a zav, and one of its ears broke and he repaired it," this sandal 

is still impure with ritual impurity imparted by treading," since 

a broken ear does not render the sandal useless and it remains 

a utensil. If the second ear broke and he repaired it, it is ritu- 
ally pure in the sense that it no longer renders other objects 

ritually impure in the same way a vessel that became a primary 
source of ritual impurity by means of impurity imparted by 
treading does, since when both ears tear it is no longer a utensil. 
However, it is itself ritually impure with ritual impurity im- 
parted by treading due to contact with a vessel that is impure, 
i.e., contact with itself: Since the sandal now has only one torn 
ear, it is still considered a utensil which is capable of contracting 
impurity, and it is as if it contracted impurity from itself in its 

previous state. Is this statement not an indication that there is 

no difference whether it was the inner strap or the outer strap 

that broke, as no single ear that breaks terminates the sandal’s 

use? This contradicts Rabbi Yohanan’s statement. 


The Gemara rejects this: No, this mishna is referring specifi- 
cally to the inner strap. When the inner strap breaks, even 

Rabbi Yehuda concedes that the sandal remains ritually impure. 
The Gemara asks: However, if the outer strap breaks, what is 

the halakha? Is it that the sandal is pure? If so, instead of teach- 
ing: If the second ear broke and he repaired it, it is ritually 

pure in the sense that it no longer renders other objects ritu- 
ally impure as a vessel that became a primary source of ritual 

impurity by means ofimpurity imparted by treading; however, 
it is itself ritually impure due to contact with a vessel that is 

impure due to contact with an object that became ritually im- 
pure with impurity imparted by treading, let him make a dis- 
tinction within the case itself: In what case was this statement 

said? In a case where the inner strap breaks. However, if the 

outer strap breaks, the sandal becomes ritually pure. Rav 
Yitzhak ben Yosef said: Let our mishna be interpreted as refer- 
ring to a sandal that has four ears and four straps, and it can 

be explained that when it says that the second one broke, it was 

referring to the second outer one. It is worthwhile to interpret 

it this way so as not to break, i.e., contradict, Rabbi Yohanan’s 

statement." 
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When Ravin came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, he related that Rav 
Hanan bar Abba said that Rav said: The halakha is in accordance with 

the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. And Rabbi Yohanan said: The halakha 

is not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. The Gemara 

asks: And did Rabbi Yohanan actually say this? From the fact that 

Rabbi Yohanan provided an explanation in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Yehuda, conclude from it that he holds that the halakha 

is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. The Gemara an- 
swers: They are different amora’im who made their statements in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan. 


The Gemara cites another discussion related to the previous halakha. 
We learned there in a mishna in tractate Kelim: All ritually impure 
wooden utensils belonging to ordinary homeowners become pure" 
through breaking the utensil if they have holes the size of pomegran- 
ates. Hizkiya asked: What is the halakha when a utensil was perfo- 
rated with a hole large enough for an olive to emerge, and he sealed 
it, and then it was perforated again with a hole large enough for an 
olive to emerge, and he sealed it, and this went on until the total area 
of all the holes completed a space large enough for a pomegranate to 
emerge? In other words, do we say that because the sum of the areas of 
all the holes adds up to the size of a pomegranate, the utensil is pure, or 
do we say that since the previous hole was filled before the next hole 
was formed, the utensil remains ritually impure? 


Rabbi Yohanan, his student, said to him: Master, you taught us that 
with regard to a sandal that became ritually impure by impurity im- 
parted by the treading of a zav, and one of its ears broke and he re- 
paired it, this sandal remains ritually impure with impurity imparted 
by treading. If the second ear broke and he repaired it, the sandal is 
ritually pure in the sense that it no longer renders other objects ritu- 
ally impure in the same way a vessel that became a primary source of 
ritual impurity by means of impurity imparted by treading does. How- 
ever, it is itself ritually impure with ritual impurity imparted by tread- 
ing due to contact with a vessel that is impure, i.e., contact with itself. 
And we said to you: What is different when the first ear breaks that 
the sandal remains impure? It is because the second one is intact. So 
too, when the second ear breaks, the first one is repaired, and there is 
only one torn ear. 


And you said to us in this regard that the reason the sandal is pure is 
because a new face has arrived here." The legal status of the sandal with 
the two repaired ears is not that of the original sandal; it is a new sandal. 
Here too, with regard to a utensil that was perforated several times and 
sealed each time, let us say with regard to the sandal as well that a new 
face has arrived here, and it is ritually pure because the repaired sandal 
is a new entity and not the original sandal. 


Hizkiya was so impressed by Rabbi Yohanan’s comment that he ex- 
claimed about him: This is not a human being, but an angel. Some 
say that he said: This is an ideal human being. On a similar note, Rab- 
bi Zeira said that Rava bar Zimuna said: If the early generations are 
characterized as sons of angels, we are the sons of men. And if the 
early generations are characterized as the sons of men, we are akin to 
donkeys. And I do not mean that we are akin to either the donkey of 
Rabbi Hanina ben Dosa or the donkey of Rabbi Pinhas ben Yair, who 
were both extraordinarily intelligent donkeys; rather, we are akin to 
other typical donkeys. 


A new face has arrived here - xo axa Mw Os: A new 
face is a halakhic phrase used in various contexts. With regard 
to the halakhot of impurity, the phrase refers to a case where 
a utensil is repaired or altered in a manner that confers on it 
a new legal status. Although these alterations were made at 


NOTES 


HALAKHA 


Purity of a homeowner's utensils — bp paral 
ona bya: To purify a utensil made out of wood 
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h for a pomegranate to pass through it. If 
e is large enough for an olive to emerge 


and the hole is subsequently sealed, and then the 


utensil 


is perforated again and sealed again, and 


this process is repeated until the aggregate size 


of the 


holes is large enough for a pomegranate 


to emerge, the utensil is deemed pure. This is the 
case even though all the holes are now sealed, be- 


cause i 
with th 
Tahara, 


is considered a new utensil, in accordance 
e opinion of Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam Sefer 
Hilkhot Kelim 6:2). 


different times, their effect is the same as if they were made 
together, as the end result is that it is not the same sandal 
as it was before. 


The Sages’ donkeys - 0237 bw ampaian: The Gemara teaches 


“Ip ATV) p3- PEREK XV ` 112B 


that these donkeys knew their masters well and refrained from 
eating stolen food or produce that was not tithed. Due to their 
uncommon level of understanding, these animals are occasion- 
ally mentioned in the Gemara as examples of creatures with 
unusual aptitude. 
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BACKGROUND 

Jug - 43: Jugs were generally made from whole 
hides taken from different types of animals. These 
jugs were used for many purposes, and were es- 
pecially useful for carrying objects and food items. 
When the jug was used for liquids, such as water, 
wine or oil, care was taken to remove the animal's 
hide intact, and they would not remove the hide 
of the legs. A spout, usually fashioned from a hol- 
ow reed tube, was inserted into one of the legs. 
This type of jug had only one spout, or ear, in the 
anguage of the Talmud. However, if an opening 
was created where the hide of another leg had 
been, it becomes a jug with two spouts. 


Leather jug 


Perek XV 
Daf 113 Amuda 


HALAKHA 

A bucket with a belt - x*pp9a a: On Shabbat, 
one may tie a belt to a bucket that is permanently 
attached to a well. It is certainly a temporary knot, 
because one will untie the belt after Shabbat to 
use it to secure a garment, which is not the case 
with a rope. One may tie even a rope to a bucket 
that is not permanently attached to a well, in ac- 
cordance with the mishna and the interpretation 
of Tosafot (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shab- 
bat 10:3; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 317:4). 


NOTES 

Rabbi Yehuda stated a principle - 31 vax dbp 
mM: Tosafot comment on the difficulty that 
arises from the proximity between Rabbi Yehuda’s 
principle and his previous statement. The Ritva 
explains that Rabbi Yehuda’s previous statement 
relates to the statement of Rabbi Meir in a pre- 
ceding mishna that one is not liable on Shabbat 
for tying a knot that can be untied with a single 
hand. Rabbi Yehuda disputes this assertion and 
establishes a different criterion to distinguish be- 
tween a knot that is permitted and a knot that is 
prohibited on Shabbat. 
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And we learned in the mishna: It is permitted to tie the spouts of wine or 
oil jugs.” The Gemara says: This is obvious. The Gemara explains: It is 

only necessary to teach this halakha in a case where it, the jug, has two 

ears, i.e., two spouts. Lest you say: One of them, he voids it conse- 
quently defining the knot on that opening permanent and therefore 

prohibited, it teaches us that this is not the case. 


We also learned in the mishna that it is even permitted to tie a garment to 
cover a pot of meat. The Gemara says: This is obvious. The Gemara ex- 
plains: It is only necessary to teach this halakha a case where it has a 
string with which one could open a flap and empty the food. Lest you 
say that since a single opening usually suffices he voids the knot with 
which he ties the garment, it teaches us that this is not the case. 


We also learned in the mishna that Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov says: One 
may tie a rope across an entrance" before an animal so that it will not go 
out. The Gemara says: This is obvious. The Gemara explains: It is only 
necessary to teach this halakha in a case where the entrance has two 
ropes. Lest you say 


HALAKHA 


Tying a rope at the entrance - nnga ban nywp: One may tie a 
rope across an entrance before an animal on Shabbat so that it 
cannot escape. It is also permitted to tie the rope to both sides 
of an entrance, and there is no concern that one might leave one 
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of the rope ends tied permanently. This is according to Rabbi 
Eliezer ben Ya'akov, whose opinions are always adopted as ha- 
lakha (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 10:3; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 317:6). 


that one of the knots one voids, because he can enable the animal to go 
out, albeit with difficulty, after untying one knot, therefore, it teaches us 
that both are considered temporary knots, and it is permitted to tie them. 
Rav Yosef said that Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: The halakha is 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov. Abaye said 
to Rav Yosef: If you rule the halakha in accordance with his opinion, does 
that mean, by inference, that the Rabbis disagree, or perhaps is there no 
dispute and everyone accepts the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer ben Yaakov? 
Rav Yosef said to him: What difference is there to you whether or not 
the Rabbis disagree? In either case, the halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Eliezer ben Yaakov. Abaye answered Rav Yosef using a 
folk expression: Is it simply learn the lesson, let it be like a song? In 
other words, is it sufficient to simply parrot the halakhic ruling? Rather, 
it is necessary to examine the issue to understand it, even if it does not 
yield a practical halakhic difference. 


One may tie a bucket with a belt" on Shabbat, as 
MISHNA 


he will certainly not leave it tied to the bucket, and 
therefore it is not a permanent knot. But one may not tie a bucket with 
a rope. Rabbi Yehuda permits doing so. Rabbi Yehuda stated a 
principle:" With regard to any knot that is not permanent, one is not 
liable for tying it. 


G E M ARA We learned in the mishna that according to the 


first tanna, it is prohibited to tie a rope to a buck- 
et on Shabbat, and Rabbi Yehuda permits doing so. The Gemara asks: A 
rope of what kind? If you say it is referring to a standard rope, does 
Rabbi Yehuda permit doing so? It is a permanent knot. Rather, it is 
referring to a weaver’s rope; since the weaver needs it for his work, he 
will untie it after Shabbat. The Gemara asks: Is that to say that the Rabbis 
hold that we issue a decree prohibiting a weaver’s rope due to a standard 
rope, and Rabbi Yehuda holds that we do not issue a decree? 
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The Gemara raises a contradiction from that which was taught in 
a baraita: With regard to the rope of a bucket that was severed 
on Shabbat, one may not tie it with a regular knot; rather, he may 
tie a bow. And Rabbi Yehuda says: One may wrap a hollow belt 
around it or a sash as long as he does not tie it into a bow. 


This is difficult, as there is a contradiction between one statement 
of Rabbi Yehuda and another statement of Rabbi Yehuda, as in 
the baraita he issued a decree prohibiting tying a bow due to tying 
a knot, and in the mishna he issued no decree. And this is also 
difficult, as there is a contradiction between one statement of the 
Rabbis and another statement of the Rabbis, as in the baraita they 
do not issue a decree and in the mishna they do issue a decree. 


The Gemara responds: The contradiction between one statement 

of the Rabbis and the other statement of the Rabbis is not diffi- 
cult, as they are of the opinion that a rope may be confused with 

another rope. Therefore, the Rabbis issued a decree prohibiting a 

weaver’s rope, because if it were permitted one might mistakenly 
come to tie a standard rope. However, a bow is not confused with 

a knot," and therefore they did not issue a decree prohibiting a 

bow. The contradiction between one statement of Rabbi Yehuda 

and the other statement of Rabbi Yehuda is not difficult, as there, 
where he prohibited tying a bow, it is not because a bow may be 

confused with a knot, but because, in his opinion, a bow itselfis 

a full-fledged knot and is not prohibited due to a decree. 


Rabbi Abba said that Rav Hiyya bar Ashi said that Rav said: A 
person may bring a rope from inside his house on Shabbat and 
tie one end of it to a cow and the other end to a trough." That is 
not considered a permanent knot, because he will certainly untie 
the rope. Rabbi Aha Arikha, who was nicknamed Rabbi Aha the 
Long, due to his height, who is also called Rabbi Aha bar Pappa, 
raised an objection to Rabbi Abba from the baraita: With regard 
to a rope that is tied to the trough, one may tie it to a cow, anda 
rope that is tied to the cow one may tie it to a trough, provided 
that one does not bring a rope from inside his house and tie it 
to the cow and to the trough. The Gemara answers: There, where 
they permitted it, it is referring to a weaver’s rope, which will 
certainly be untied. 


Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: A weaver’s tools may be 
moved on Shabbat. They raised a dilemma before Rav Yehuda: 
What is the ruling with regard to the upper beam and the lower 
beam of the weaver’s loom? Does this leniency apply to them? Rav 
Yehuda did not provide a clear answer. He said: Yes and no," and 
the matter was uncertain to him. It was stated: Rav Nahman said 
that Shmuel said: A weaver’s tools may be moved on Shabbat, 
even the upper beam and the lower beam," but not the posts." 


Rava said to Rav Nahman: What is different about the posts that 
one may not carry them? If we say it is because one makes holes 
when removing the post from the ground, holes come into being 
on their own and that is not prohibited, as we learned in a mish- 
na: With regard to one who stores a turnip or radish in the 
ground beneath a vine for safekeeping, if some of its leaves were 
exposed," making it possible to grab the turnip or the radish and 
pull it out of the ground, he need not be concerned, neither due 
to diverse kinds, i.e., that he violated the prohibition of planting 
food crops in a vineyard, as there was no intent to plant them, nor 
due to concern that he violated the prohibition against working 
the land during the Sabbatical Year," nor due to tithes, i.e., that 
it would be considered as if he picked it from the ground and 
would be obligated to tithe it, and they may be taken from the 
ground on Shabbat. Apparently, the Rabbis do not prohibit doing 
so due to concern that one will thereby create a hole. 


HALAKHA 
A bow and a knot - nyw TDW: A bow is not con- 
sidered a knot and may be tied on Shabbat, in accor- 
dance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 10:5; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 317:5). 


A person may bring a rope...to a cow and toa 
trough - awgn mpa...ban ony Ka: One may take 
a weaver's rope from his home on Shabbat and tie 
one end to a cow and the other end to a trough. Since 
one will ultimately untie the knot, it is not considered 
permanent. A standard rope may not be used, unless 
it was already tied to either the cow or the trough 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 10:3; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 317:7). 


An upper beam and a lower beam — jinn hy ‘7213: 
The upper and lower beams of a weaver's loom may 
not be moved on Shabbat because they are fixed in 
their place and are not usually moved, in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda bar Liva’ei (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 26:1). 


But not the posts — oytvayit nie x baw: One may 
not move the posts that support the loom’s frame on 
Shabbat, because one will come to fill the holes in the 
ground when the posts are removed, in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Nahman (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 26:1). 


NOTES 


Yes and no — wd) PX: Elsewhere, Rashi explains that 
sometimes Rabbi Yehuda answered this question in 
the affirmative and sometimes in the negative, without 
ever giving a clear answer. 


One who stores a turnip... .if some of its leaves were 
exposed — phun voy nypa on...n39 paiva: Some 
commentaries question this version of the text, that 
some of the turnip’s leaves were exposed. Their al- 
ternative text reads: Part of the top was exposed. This 
generally accepted interpretation means that the top 
of the turnip or the radish was exposed. They added 
that if one wants to conceal a vegetable so it does 
not rot, one must cut its leaves; otherwise, it will wilt 
quickly (Tosefot Rid). 


Nor due to the Sabbatical Year - x mya own: 
Some commentaries explain that if these vegetables 
were grown during the sixth year of the Sabbatical 
Year cycle and were concealed during the Sabbatical 
Year, there is no cause for concern that perhaps they 
grew somewhat in the ground and that addition is 
prohibited as produce of the Sabbatical Year. The same 
can be said with regard to tithing, i.e., the concern is 
that perhaps the buried vegetables grew somewhat 
while concealed (Rabbi Shimshon of Saens). 
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BACKGROUND 
Weaver's loom — Dai ba: 


Loom with the horizontal upper and lower beams as well as the 
side beams visible 


HALAKHA 

One may fold the garments, etc. - Dba ny phapa 
"131: It is permitted to fold garments on Shabbat if all 
of the following conditions are met: The clothing will 
be worn on Shabbat, one person folds it, the clothing 
is new and not previously laundered, the clothing is 
white and not colored, and the person has no other 
clothing to wear. If even one of these conditions is 
not met, it is prohibited to fold the clothing. The 
Mordekhai ruled that it is permitted to fold clothes 
in a manner that is different from the way they are 
typically folded. Later authorities agree with the 
Mordekhai (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
22:22; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 302:3). 


And one may make the beds — niviai nx pwya: 
One may make a bed on Shabbat evening for use on 
Shabbat day, but one may not do so on Shabbat for 
use after Shabbat (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 23:7). 


Wearing different clothes on Shabbat - wna nyw 
naw: It is appropriate for one to have special cloth- 
ing for Shabbat. If one does not have Shabbat clothes, 
then one should wear his garment differently in def- 
erence to Shabbat (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot 
Deot 5:9; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 262:2). 


Weekday matters on Shabbat - nawa bin ray: 
On Shabbat, it is prohibited to discuss weekday mat- 
ters or prohibited activities. It is permitted to discuss 
these matters if they relate to mitzvot (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 24:1, 5; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 306:1, 6). 


NOTES 

Work that includes preparation for the conclusion 
of Shabbat - naw resid T7 Aa ww TAY: To 
preserve the sanctity of Shabbat, the Sages prohib- 
ited actions performed on Shabbat in preparation for 
after Shabbat, although the acts themselves are not 
prohibited labors. This prohibition includes making 
beds and washing dishes and utensils. 
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Rav Nahman answered him: The cases are not comparable. In a field one 
will not come to fill holes; however, here, where the holes are created in 
the house, the concern is that one may come to smooth out the holes. 
Therefore, the Rabbis prohibited it. Rabbi Yohanan raised a dilemma 
before Rabbi Yehuda bar Liva'ei: With regard to weaver’s tools, such as 
the upper beam and the lower beam of the loom,’ what is the ruling in 
terms of carrying them on Shabbat? Rabbi Yehuda said to him: One 
may not carry them. Rabbi Yohanan asked him: What is the reason for 
this? Rabbi Yehuda bar Liva’ei answered: Because they are not usually 
carried even during the week, as they are extremely heavy and are con- 
sidered fixed in place. Therefore, the Sages prohibited carrying them on 
Shabbat. 


MI S H N A One may fold the garments" after removing them 


even four or five times, and one may make the 
beds" from Shabbat evening in preparation for Shabbat day, but not 
from Shabbat in preparation for the conclusion of Shabbat," since one 
may not perform an action on Shabbat that is preparation for a week- 
day. Rabbi Yishmael says: One may fold the garments and make the 
beds from Yom Kippur in preparation for Shabbat if Yom Kippur occurs 
on Friday. And the fats of the offerings that were sacrificed on Shabbat 
are offered on Yom Kippur, but not those of Yom Kippur on Shabbat, 
because the sanctity of Shabbat is greater than the sanctity of Yom Kippur. 
Rabbi Akiva says: Neither are the fats of the offerings sacrificed on Shab- 
bat offered on Yom Kippur, nor are those of Yom Kippur offered on 
Shabbat. 


GEMARA The Sages in the school of Rabbi Yanai said: 


They only taught that it is permitted when one 
person is folding the garments alone on Shabbat; however, when two 
people are folding the garments together, no, they may not do so, because 
when two people fold garments it is tantamount to repairing the garment. 
And with regard to when a single person is folding the garments, we only 
said it is permitted when he is folding a new garment, which is suitable 
to be worn even if it were not folded; however, with regard to old gar- 
ments, no, he may not do so. And with regard to new garments, we only 
said that one may fold the garments when they are white; however, when 
they are colored, no, one may not do so. And with regard to white gar- 
ments, we only said it is permitted to fold them on Shabbat when one 
does not have garments into which one could change; however, if one 
has other garments into which he could change, he may not fold them. 


And it was taught in the Tosefta: The members of Rabban Gamliel’s 
household did not even fold their white garments because they had 
others into which they could change. Rav Huna said: If one has new 
garments into which he could change on Shabbat, he will change into 
those garments; and if one does not have garments into which he could 
change, he lets his garments hang down before Shabbat to beautify 
himself in deference to Shabbat as it used to be the custom of wealthy 
people to wear their clothes loosely. Rav Safra strongly objects to this: 
Doesn’t this appear as haughtiness? The Gemara answers: Since every 
day he does not do so, and now in honor of Shabbat he is doing so, it 
does not appear as haughtiness. Rather it is apparent that he is acting in 
deference to Shabbat. 


On a related note, the Gemara cites what we learned with regard to the 
following passage: “If you keep your feet from breaking, from pursuing 
your affairs on My holy day, and you call Shabbat a delight, the Lord’s holy 
day honorable, and you honor it by not going your own way, from at- 
tending to your affairs and speaking idle words” (Isaiah 58:13). The Rabbis 
derived from the words “and you honor it” that your dress on Shabbat 
should not be like your dress during the week," as Rabbi Yohanan 
would refer to his clothing as my honor, indicating that appropriate 
clothing is a form of deference. The words “going your own way” mean 
that your walking on Shabbat should not be like your walking during 
the week. “From attending to your affairs” means it is prohibited to 
deal with your weekday affairs and to speak about them on Shabbat." 
However, affairs of Heaven, i.e., those pertaining to mitzvot, are permit- 
ted. “And speaking idle words” 
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means that your speech on Shabbat" should not be like your speech 
during the week," i.e., one should not discuss his weekday affairs on 
Shabbat. However, it is only speech that they said is prohibited, where- 
as merely contemplating weekday affairs is permitted." The Gemara 
asks: Granted, all of these directives, fine, they are understood. How- 
ever, what is the meaning of the following phrase: That your walking 
on Shabbat should not be like your walking during the week? The 
Gemara answers: Itis in accordance with that which Rav Huna said 
that Rav said, and some say that Rabbi Abba said that Rav Huna said: 
If one were walking on Shabbat and came upon a stream of water 
and had to cross it, if the stream is narrow and one could place his first 
foot down on the other side before raising the second one, it is per- 
mitted to cross it; and if it is not possible and one must jump to cross 
it, it is prohibited. That is the type of walking that is not permitted on 
Shabbat. 


Rava strongly objects to this: Since we have said that one’s walking on 
Shabbat should not be like his walking during the week, and jumping 
constitutes prohibited walking, if one encounters a stream on Shabbat, 
what should he do to cross to the other side? If he circumvents the 
stream, he is increasing the distance that he is walking and exerting 
extra effort on Shabbat. Ifhe walks through the water, sometimes his 
clothes will absorb water and he will come to wring them out. What 
then should he do? Rather, in this case, since it is not possible to cross 
any other way, he may well cross it, i.e., it is permitted for him to jump 
over the stream." Therefore, rather say that walking that is defined as 
characteristic of weekday walking involves taking large steps. As Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi raised a dilemma before Rabbi Yishmael, son of 
Rabbi Yosei: What is the ruling with regard to taking large steps on 
Shabbat?" That is what the Gemara meant when it used the phrase: 
Your walking during the week. Rabbi Yishmael said to him: And dur- 
ing the week are large steps permitted?" As I say: A large step" takes 
away one five-hundredth of a person’s eyesight. The Gemara com- 
ments: And his eyesight is restored to him during kiddush on Shabbat 
evening. 


And Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi raised a dilemma before Rabbi Yishmael, 
son of Rabbi Yosei: What is the ruling with regard to eating earth® for 
medicinal purposes on Shabbat? Rabbi Yishmael said to him: And 

during the week is it permitted to eat soil? As I say: Even during the 

week it is prohibited because it is harmful. Rabbi Ami said: Anyone 

who eats the dust of Babylonia, it is as if he is eating the flesh of his 

ancestors buried there. And some say: It is as if he eats abominations 

and creeping creatures, as it is written: “And He wiped out all that 

existed on the face of the earth, from humans to animals, to creeping 

creatures to the birds in the sky, and they were wiped off the land” 
(Genesis 7:23). 


HALAKHA 


Your speech on Shabbat should not be like your speech during 
the week - bin bw sats naw dw qua xa xhw : On Shab- 
bat, it is inappropriate to speak i in detail about matters unrelated 
to mitzvot. Indeed, speaking about one’s business is prohibited. 
Mundane speech that gives one pleasure is permitted on Shabbat 
(Terumat HaDeshen). Nevertheless, even that speech should be 
limited on Shabbat (Mishna Berura). It is prohibited to speak about 
matters that cause one pain on Shabbat (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 24:4; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 307:1). 


Speech and contemplation - waym Wa": Although it is pro- 
hibited to speak about certain matters on Shabbat, there is no 
prohibition against contemplating weekday matters. However, 
in the interest of experiencing a pleasurable Shabbat, it is fitting 
to be stringent and avoid thinking about weekday matters as 
well (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 24:1; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 306:8). 


Crossing a water stream - 03 MANI 12X7: If one must cross a 
stream on Shabbat, it is preferable to jump across it rather than 
exert oneself by circumventing the body of water. One should not 
wade through the stream, so as to avoid soaking his clothes, which 
could lead to wringing the water from them, in accordance with 
Rava's opinion (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 301:3). 


Large steps on Shabbat - nawa npa mpa: One may not take 
large steps on Shabbat, i.e., steps each longer than a cubit (Or 
Zarua), and one may not run or jump (Mishna Berura) unless he is 
rushing to perform a mitzva. Youngsters who enjoy running are 
allowed do so even ab initio (Magen Avraham; Rambam Sefer Ze- 
manim, Hilkhot Shabbat 24:4; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 3011-2). 


Large steps during the week -5ina moa mapa: One should avoid 
taking large steps even during the week because it is harmful to 
one's health (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 301:1 in Magen Avraham). 


NOTES 


Your speech on Shabbat - nav bw maT: A midrash 
is cited in Tosafot that is also cited in the Jerusalem 
Talmud. It states that the Sages prohibited speaking 
excessively on Shabbat. Some commentaries wrote 
that people should not exert themselves on Shab- 
bat, even to discuss Torah matters. In Adderet Eliyahu 
it is suggested that the Gemara means to say that 
one should not speak in languages other than He- 
brew. This custom was observed by many over the 
generations. 


A large step [pesia gassa] — 73 ny3: The Hebrew 
word gassa, which means large in this context, literally 
means crass. People who take large steps on Shab- 
bat create the impression that they are rushing to 
their business, which is obviously inappropriate on 
Shabbat. Consequently, the phrase pesia gassa liter- 
ally means a crass step. The Gemara states that taking 
large steps detracts from one's vision. Some commen- 
taries interpret the idea of one’s vision returning to 
him at kiddush to mean that resting on Shabbat heals 
that which was damaged during the week's exertions. 


BACKGROUND 
Eating earth - maT% nox: Certain types of soil, e.g., 
soil that contains aluminum silicate, were used ef- 
fectively as medicines to treat digestive problems 
related to excess acid. 
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NOTES 
Creeping creatures that decomposed - mamy oxpw: 
There is a halakhic principle that a prohibited object or 
creature whose original form has been completely de- 
stroyed or altered is no longer prohibited. Therefore, the 
Gemara's statement about corpses and abominations in 
Babylonia was only stated metaphorically to underscore 
that one should not eat Babylonian soil for other reasons. 


To cling [lidabek] to women - mwan oY par: A variant 
reading of this text reads ledaber, to speak, and not lida- 
bek, to cling. Nevertheless, since Boaz used the specific 
phrase: “Cling to my maidens’ (Ruth 2:8), he was alluding 
to the fact that it was permitted and appropriate to cling 
to Ruth (Maharsha). 


BACKGROUND 
Vegetation in one’s intestines — O»YAa DY: In cer- 
tain cases of intestinal blockage, pieces of vegetables 
that had become concretions in the intestines were 
found during surgery. These concretions may create 
masses that block the digestive tract. The scientific term 
for such a mass is phytobezoar. 
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Apropos dead residue in the ground, Reish Lakish said: Why is Ba- 
bylonia called Shinar? It is because all those who died in the Flood 

were deposited there [ninaru lesham]. Rabbi Yohanan said: Why 

is Babylonia called Metzula? It is because all those who died in the 

Flood sank there [nitztalelu lesham]. The Gemara asks: We said that 

some say that if one eats dirt from Babylonia, it is as ifhe eats abom- 
inations and creeping creatures. However, certainly their bodies 

have putrefied and decomposed," and therefore they are no longer 

prohibited. Rather, since soil is harmful, the Sages issued a decree 

not to eat it. The decree was not issued due to the prohibition of 
eating creeping creatures; rather, it was issued because a certain 

person ate soil for medicinal purposes and also ate cress. The cress 

took root in the soil that was inside him and began to grow. And the 

cress punctured his heart and he died.’ 


The Gemara continues to discuss Shabbat. Naomi advised Ruth: 
“And you shall bathe, and anoint yourself, and put on your robes, 
and go down to the threshing floor. Do not make yourself known to 
the man until he has finished eating and drinking” (Ruth 3:3). Rabbi 
Elazar said: These robes are Shabbat garments that Naomi told her 
to wear in honor of the occasion. Apropos the book of Ruth, the 
Gemara cites additional statements of Rabbi Elazar with regard to 
Ruth: “Give to the wise one and he will become wiser; let the 
righteous one know and he will learn more” (Proverbs 9:9). Rabbi 
Elazar said: This refers to Ruth the Moabite and Samuel of Rama, 

who received advice and added to it with their wisdom. 


The Gemara elaborates. Whereas Naomi said to Ruth: “And you 
shall bathe, and anoint yourself, and put on your robes, and go 
down to the threshing floor,’ but with regard to Ruth herself it is 
written, “And she went down to the threshing floor” (Ruth 3:6), 
and only afterward does it say, “And she did according to all that 
her mother-in-law commanded her.” Ruth decided to anoint herself 
at the threshing floor and not on the road so that people would not 
meet her on the way there and suspect her of immorality. Whereas 
Eli said to Samuel: “Go and lie down and if He calls you, you say: 
Speak, Lord, for Your servant is listening” (1 Samuel 3:9), but with 
regard to Samuel himself it is written: “And the Lord came and 
stood, and He called like He did the other times: Samuel, Samuel. 
And Samuel said: Speak, for Your servant is listening” (1 Samuel 
3:10), and he did not say: Speak, Lord, since he would not assume 
it was God speaking to him until he was sure of it. 


And the verse in Ruth states: “And she went, and she came, and she 

collected in the field after the harvesters” (Ruth 2:3). Rabbi Elazar 

said: This verse teaches that she went and came, went and came, 
until she found suitable people with whom to walk. It also says: 

“And Boaz said to his youth who was standing over the harvesters: 

To whom does this young woman belong?” (Ruth 2:5). This is 

surprising: And was it Boaz’s habit to inquire about a young wom- 
an? Rabbi Elazar said: He saw in her a matter of wisdom and Torah, 
and that is why he asked about her. What he saw was that she col- 
lected two stalks, but she did not collect three stalks. She thereby 
acted in accordance with the halakha that three stalks lying together 

are not considered to be gleanings left for the poor; rather, they re- 
main in the possession of the owner of the field. 


It was taught in a baraita: He sawa matter of modesty in her when 

she was collecting stalks. She picked stalks that were upright while 

she was standing, and stalks that had fallen she picked while sitting; 

due to her modesty she did not bend over to take them. It also says: 
“And Boaz said to Ruth: Do you hear, my daughter? Do not go to glean 
in another field and do not leave from here, but cling to my maidens’ 
(Ruth 2:8). This is also surprising. And was it Boaz’s habit to cling 
to women?" Rabbi Elazar said: Since he saw “And Orpah kissed 
her mother-in-law and Ruth clung to her” (Ruth 1:14), he said: It 
is permitted to cling to a woman like this. 
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It also says: “And Boaz said to her at mealtime: Come here [halom] 
and eat from the bread and dip your bread in vinegar. And she sat 
beside the harvesters and he gave her roasted grain and she ate, and 
she was satiated, and she left some over” (Ruth 2:14). Rabbi Elazar 
interpreted this and said that he hinted to her prophetically: In the 
future the kingdom of David will come from you, as it is written 
with regard to it, i.e., the kingdom of David: “Here,” as it is stated: 
“And King David came and sat before God and said: Who am I, 
Lord, God, and who is my family that You have brought me to here 
[halom]?” (11 Samuel 7:18). With regard to his saying: “And dip your 
breadin vinegar” (Ruth 2:14), Rabbi Elazar said: From here we see 
that vinegar is good to have in hot weather. 


Rabbi Shmuel bar Nahmani said that he hinted to her: A son will 
come from you in the future whose actions will be as sharp as 
vinegar, and who is he? King Manasseh. “And she sat beside the 
harvesters.” Rabbi Elazar said with regard to this: Beside the har- 
vesters, and not among the harvesters. He hinted to her that the 
kingdom of David will be divided in the future and her children will 
not always be in the center of Israel. 


It also says in the verse: “And he gave her roasted grain and she ate, 
and she was satiated, and she left some over” The Gemara explains: 
“And he gave her roasted grain and she ate”; this is also interpreted 
as a prophetic message. Rabbi Elazar said: “And she ate” was fulfilled 
by her children’s children in the days of David; “And she was sati- 


ated” was fulfilled in the days of Solomon; “And she left some over” 


was fulfilled in the days of Hezekiah. And some say that there is a 
different interpretation: “And she ate,” was fulfilled in the days of 
David and Solomon; “And she was satiated,” was fulfilled in the days 
of Hezekiah; “And she left some over” was fulfilled in the days of 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. As the Master said: Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s 
horsekeeper [ ahuriyarei]' was richer than the king of Persia. It was 
taught in a baraita: “And she ate,’ in this world; “and she was sati- 
ated,” in the days of the Messiah; “and she left some over,” in the 
future, at the end of days. 


It was mentioned earlier that Rabbi Yohanan called his clothing his 
honor. The Gemara cites the interpretation of the verse that speaks 
about the downfall of the king of Assyria: “Therefore, the Lord, the 
Lord of hosts, will send leanness to his fat ones and under his 
honor He will burn a burning like a burning fire” (Isaiah 10:16). 

Rabbi Yohanan said: “And under his honor,’’ but not his actual 
honor. The Gemara explains: Rabbi Yohanan follows his own 
reasoning, for he called his clothing my honor, which means that 
the bodies of the king of Assyria’s soldiers were burned. However, 
their garments were miraculously not burned. 


Rabbi Elazar said: “And under his honor” means in place of his 
actual honor. That is to say, their bodies were burned. Since, in 
Rabbi Elazar’s opinion, the word under means in the place of, the 
verse accordingly means that in the place of his honor, i.e., the body, 
there remain ashes. 

Rabbi Shmuel bar Nahmani said: Under his honor means beneath 
his flesh, similar to the burning of the sons of Aaron. Just as there, 
i.e, the burning of Aaron’s sons, the soul burned while the body 
remained intact, so too here, i.e., the burning of Assyrian soldiers, 
the soul burned while the body remained intact. 


Rabbi Aha bar Abba said that Rabbi Yohanan said: 


And under his honor - 13135 nnm: The different opinions in this 
matter depend on the interpretation of the phrase his honor. Rabbi 
Yohanan interprets honor in this context as honorable clothing. 
However, other Sages understand honor as referring to the soul 
that dwells within the body. This connotation appears elsewhere in 


NOTES 


the Bible, such as in the verse: “My heart is gladdened and my honor 
rejoices” (Psalms 16:9). An alternative explanation is that the phrase 
my honor can be interpreted as referring to the body, similar to: “In 
their assembly my honor will not join” (Genesis 49:6) and “And my 
honor will dwell in the dust” (Psalms 7:6; see Tosefot Rid). 


LANGUAGE 
Horsekeeper [ahuriyarei] — mV: From the 
Iranian compound axwaryar, meaning one who 
keeps the stable. This lowly position is frequently 
mentioned in Persian literature. 
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Perek XV 
Daf114. Amuda 


NOTES 


Ravina said a bloodstain [re- 
vad] - 137 12% X27; According to 
the geonim, revad or aa revavis a stain 
that has some kind of fatty texture 
but is not necessarily actual fat and 
might come from pitch, wax, or the 
like. Rashi interprets the word revad 
to mean semen. Nevertheless, even 
according to the interpretation that 
revad is a bloodstain, it is disgraceful, 
because it appears like a stain from 
menstrual blood. 


LANGUAGE 


Issar - PN: From the Latin assarius, 
which is the name of a coin. 


BACKGROUND 


The issar in talmudic times — 39% 
Taon yar: The issar is a coin of 
minimal value, worth one- twenty- 
fourth of a silver dinar. It was gener- 
ally minted in bronze. Since there are 
certain differences in size, weight, and 
value among various issar coins, it was 
sometimes specified as the Italian is- 
sar, as opposed to the parallel Greek 
coin. 


Two sides of an issar from the time of the Talmud 
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From where is it derived that changing clothes is a display of honor? As it 
is stated: “And he will remove his garments and will don other garments, 
and he will bring the ashes outside of the camp to a pure location” (Leviti- 
cus 6:4). The school of Rabbi Yishmael taught: The Torah taught you 
etiquette. The clothes in which one prepared food for his master, one 
does not wear to pour his master wine. Since cooking makes one’s clothes 
dirty, he should wear fresh clothes when serving his master. 


Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba said that Rabbi Yohanan said: It is disgraceful for 
a Torah scholar to go out to the marketplace in patched shoes." The 
Gemara asks: Didn’t Rabbi Aha bar Hanina go out in patched shoes? 
Rabbi Aha, son of Rav Nahman, said: They only prohibited patched shoes 
if there is a patch upon a patch. 


And Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba said that Rabbi Yohanan said: A Torah schol- 
ar on whose clothes a fat stain is found" is liable to receive the death 

penalty, as it is stated: “All those who hate me love death” (Proverbs 8:36), 
and the Sages said: Do not read: Those who hate me [mesanai]. Rather, 
read: Those who cause me to be hated [ masniai]. Those who cause people 

to hate the Torah by creating the impression that those who study Torah 

are unclean deserve the death penalty. Ravina said: A fat stain [revav] was 

not stated, but rather a bloodstain [revad]" was stated (Rabbeinu Hananel), 
which is a greater disgrace. The Gemara adds: They did not disagree over 
the halakha. Rather, the dispute is whether that which we learned concern- 
ing stains on a Torah scholar’s clothes refers to an overgarment that people 

wear over the rest of their clothes, while that which we learned with regard 

to a bloodstain refers to an undergarment, where a bloodstain is disgrace- 
ful but other types of spots are not. 


And similarly, Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba said that Rabbi Yohanan said: That 
which is written: “As My servant Isaiah went naked and barefoot for three 
years” (Isaiah 20:3), is not to be understood literally. Rather, naked means 
that he wore tattered clothing, and barefoot means that he walked with 
patched shoes. 


We learned in a mishna there: A fat stain on a donkey’s saddle" inter- 
poses, i.e., if the saddle becomes impure, its immersion in a ritual bath is 
invalid unless the stain is removed. Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: A 
stain interposes only when it is as large as an Italian issar" but not smaller. 
And if there were a fat stain on clothing on one side, it does not interpose, 
but if the stain is on both sides it interposes." Rabbi Yehuda says in the 
name of Rabbi Yishmael: It interposes even on one side. 


Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish raised a dilemma before Rabbi Hanina: Is a 

stain on a saddle an interposition even if it is on just one side, or only if it 
is on both sides? Rabbi Hanina said to him: That, I did not hear explic- 
itly. However, I heard something similar to it. As we learned in that same 

mishna that Rabbi Yosei says: A garment belonging to builders [banna’in] 

is considered to have an interposition if it has a stain on one side, and that 
of an ignoramus, who is not meticulous, is considered to have an interpo- 
sition when the stain is on both sides. And certainly a donkey’s saddle 

cannot be more important than the garment of an am ha‘aretz. 


HALAKHA 


It is disgraceful for a Torah scholar to go out to the marketplace in 
patched shoes - pw) DYWAT DYI KYW oon tbh KITIN: It is 
disgraceful for a Torah scholar to walk in public i in shoes that have patches 
upon patches. This applies specifically in the summer months. However, 
it is permitted during the rainy season (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot 


Deot 5:9). 


A Torah scholar on whose clothes a fat stain is found - Dan win bs 
ina by 237 N¥3W: It is prohibited for a Torah scholar to go out with a fat 
stain on an outer garment. If a Torah scholar is not careful and appears 
publicly in a stained jacket, he desecrates the name of God in public 


(Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Deot 5:9). 
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A stain on a saddle - nyt oma: A pitch stain on a saddle inter- 
poses when it is immersed in a ritual bath. This is the case only if the 
stain is on both sides of the saddle (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Mikvaot 3:3). 


A stain on clothing for the matter of interpositions to immersion in 
the ritual bath - mya TII pyh 332.3 ona: A stain from pitch or clay 
interposes on the clothing ofa Torah scholar when it is immersed in a ritual 
bath. This is the case even if the stain is only on one side of the garment. 
With regard to the clothing of an am haaretz, the stain only interposes 
when it is on both sides of the garment, in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yosei (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Mikvaot 3:4). 
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The Gemara asks: Who are the builders mentioned here? Rabbi 

Yohanan said: These are Torah scholars, who are engaged in 

building the world all of their days. And with regard to this, Rab- 
bi Yohanan said: Who is a Torah scholar of whom the Sages said 

that one must return a lost object to him based on visual 

identification," even if he does not provide an identifying sign for 
it? That is one who makes sure his upper undergarment is turned 

inward" so that the uneven stitching is not visible. This means that 
he conducts himself like a Torah scholar in all his ways, even in 

matters of cleanliness and order (Maharsha). Ona related note, the 

Gemara adds that which Rabbi Yohanan said: Who is a Torah 

scholar’ who may be appointed as a leader of the community?" 

This is one who is asked about matters of halakha on any topic 

and he is able to answer, and even if he were asked about tractate 

Kalla," a tractate that few have mastered. 


And Rabbi Yohanan said: Who is the Torah scholar for whom 
the inhabitants of his city are commanded to perform his labor 
for him? This is one who sets his own matters aside and engages 
in matters of Heaven. It is therefore fitting for the community to 
support him. And that applies only to exerting themselves to 
provide him with his bread, as it is appropriate that they sustain 
him. And Rabbi Yohanan said: Who is included in the category 
ofa Torah scholar? Anyone who is asked about the halakha with 
regard to any topic and is able to state it. And they say: What are 
the practical consequences of this question? It is to appoint him 
a leader of the community. If he is an expert in a single tractate, 
they appoint him as a leader in his place; ifhe is an expert in all of 
his learning, they appoint him as the head of the yeshiva. 


Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish said: These garments of the banna’in 
mentioned in the mishna are the clothes of the bath attendants 
[ulairin]! that come from a country overseas, on which stains are 
apparent, and these men are meticulous about their cleanliness. 
The Gemara asks: Is that to say that these are white garments? 
Didn't Rabbi Yannai say to his sons: My sons, do not bury me in 
white garments nor in black garments." Not in white, lest I not 
be acquitted in judgment, and I will be among the wicked like a 
groom among mourners. And not in black, lest I be acquitted in 
judgment, and I will be among the righteous like a mourner 
among grooms. Rather, bury me in the clothes of the bath at- 
tendants who come from a country overseas, which are neither 
black nor white. Apparently, these clothes of the bath attendants 
are red. The Gemara answers: This is not difficult, as a distinction 
can be made. When Rabbi Yannai indicates that they are red, that 
is referring to overgarments; the statement of Rabbi Shimon ben 
Lakish that indicated that they are white, that is referring to under- 
garments. 


We learned in the mishna that Rabbi Yishmael says: One may fold 
clothes and make beds on Yom Kippur for Shabbat if Yom Kippur 
occurs on Friday, and the fats of the sacrifices that were brought on 
Shabbat were offered on Yom Kippur that occurs on Sunday. The 
verse “The burnt-offering of Shabbat on its Shabbat," besides the 
daily offering and its libation” (Numbers 28:10) taught, with re- 
gard to the fats of Shabbat, that they are offered on Yom Kippur, 
because Yom Kippur is also called Shabbat, and the verse indicates 
that the Shabbat offering is offered on another Shabbat. I might 
have thought even the fats from Yom Kippur offerings could be 
sacrificed on Shabbat; therefore, the verse states “on its Shabbat” 
to specify that it is not so; this is the statement of Rabbi Yishmael. 


Rabbi Akiva says that when the verse says: “The burnt-offering 
of Shabbat on its Shabbat,” it teaches that the fats of Shabbat are 
offered on a Festival that occurs on the following day. I might have 
thought that they could even be offered on Yom Kippur that oc- 
curred on the day after Shabbat. Therefore, the verse states “on its 
Shabbat” and not on another one. 


HALAKHA 


Who isa Torah scholar of whom the Sages said that one 
must return a lost object to him based on visual identi- 
fication — PRA Myapl TPAK b prinaw oan ohn WR: 
One must return a lost object to a Torah scholar who claims 
it, even if it lacks an identifying mark. This applies when the 
scholar has a reputation for honesty and for behaving like 
a Torah scholar, to the extent that his shirt is worn in a way 
that the seams are not visible from the outside (Shu/han 
Arukh, Hoshen Mishpat 262:21). 


Who is a Torah scholar who may be appointed as a 
leader of the community — inix pyaaw o5n wba amiss 
nym by pave: A Torah scholar who answers halakhic ques- 
tions correctly on any topic is suited to be appointed a 
leader of the community (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 136 
and in the comment of the Rema). 


Death shrouds - nat 9727: The Jewish custom is to bury 
the dead in white shrouds. We do not rule in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yannai, who made his state- 
ment due to his extreme humility (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 352:2). 


The burnt-offering of Shabbat on its Shabbat - naw nip 
inawa: Fats that remain from Shabbat offerings are burnt 
on the altar on the night of a Festival that begins at the 
conclusion of Shabbat. This does not apply to Yom Kippur 
that begins at the conclusion of Shabbat. This ruling is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, whose opin- 
ions determine the halakha in disputes with his colleagues 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 1:7). 


NOTES 


One who makes sure his upper undergarment is turned 
inward — ipoind iphn by Papa: Some say that there is a 
connection between Rabbi Yohanan’s statement and the 
previous halakha, i.e. that a stain on one side of a Torah 
scholar’s garment interposes, and therefore Torah schol- 
ars are careful to turn their clothes inside out to examine 
them and determine if there are stains even on one side 
(Maharsha). 


Who is a Torah scholar - 037 wba amg: Maharsha ex- 
plains that the Torah scholar mentioned in this context is 
not necessarily a brilliant Sage. Rather, the Gemara is refer- 
ring to a person who is God-fearing and conducts himself 
in the ways of the Sages. If an individual is able to answer 
questions correctly in a particular area of halakha, he can 
be entrusted with communal responsibilities. For example, 
one who is knowledgeable with regard to the halakhot of 
charity may be appointed a manager of charity distribution. 


Tractate Kalla - mbp n29: See Tosafot for various expla- 
nations of the phrase tractate Kalla. Some geonim write 
that tractate Kalla was the tractate studied in the yeshiva 
during the periods when multitudes would gather in the 
study hall. However, they interpret the criterion of being 
able to answer a question on Kalla as a stringent one. A 
scholar who is asked about the tractate being studied in 
the yeshiva will have to respond in the presence of all 
the Torah scholars gathered in the yeshiva. Therefore, his 
answer must satisfy the greatest Sages of his generation. 


LANGUAGE 


Bath attendants [ulairin] - pax: The origin of this word 
as well as its meaning are unclear. Some commentaries 
state that it is from the Greek word d\epov, oleron, mean- 
ing unclean or faded. The garments of bath attendants 
were imported from overseas and were not familiar to all. 
Consequently, there were disputes with regard to their 
color. 
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BACKGROUND 
When you analyze the matter you will find that 
you can say — anid xyanwa: This is a common tal- 
mudic expression that means: If the statement of a 
certain Sage is examined closely, a certain idea that 
was not stated explicitly will be found to have been 
alluded to in the Sage's statement. 


HALAKHA 
Vows and free-will offerings are not brought on a 
Festival - aib pia pay px niam OT: Vows and 
free-will offerings do not have a fixed time. Therefore, 
they are not offered as festival sacrifices or offered on 
a Festival, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Akiva as interpreted in the Gemara (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Hagiga 1:8, 10). 


Perek XV 
Daf114. Amud b 


HALAKHA 

If Yom Kippur occurred on Shabbat eve...and at 
the conclusion of Shabbat, etc. -bnw DnD oF 
“DI NAY gyin.. ay nim: If Yom Kippur oc- 
curs on Friday, the shofar is not sounded at the start 
of Shabbat. If it begins at the conclusion of Shabbat, 
the shofar is not sounded then, nor is havdala recited, 
in accordance with the ruling in the baraita (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 5:21). 


Blasts to divide between the sacred and the pro- 
fane - WTP bin pa mpa: Six blasts of the shofar 
were sounded on Friday before Shabbat. The first 
three were a signal for people to stop working, and 
the last three heralded the start of the holy day (Ram- 
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 5:18-20). 
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When you analyze the matter you will find that you can say’ that, 
in accordance with the statement of Rabbi Yishmael, vows and 
free-will offerings are offered on a Festival. If sacrifices that fulfill 
vows can be postponed to a weekday but are nevertheless brought 
on a Festival, certainly fats from Shabbat can be offered on a Festival 
that follows it. And the verse is needed to permit offering Shabbat 
fats on Yom Kippur that follows it. However, according to Rabbi 
Akiva vows and free-will offerings are not brought on a Festival," 
and therefore the verse is needed to permit sacrificing the fats from 
Shabbat on a Festival that follows it, but on Yom Kippur it is pro- 
hibited. Rabbi Zeira said: 


When I was in Babylonia, I said with regard to that which was 
taught in a baraita: If Yom Kippur occurred on Shabbat eve, they 
would not sound the shofar as they did every Friday to herald the 
start of Shabbat; and if Yom Kippur occurred at the conclusion of 
Shabbat," they would not recite havdala to mark the end of the 
sanctity of Shabbat and the start of the sanctity of Yom Kippur, is a 
statement accepted by all. When I went to Eretz Yisrael, I found 
Yehuda, son of Rabbi Shimon ben Pazi, who sat and said: This 
baraita is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, as it 
equates the sanctity of Yom Kippur with that of Shabbat. As, ifyou 
say that it is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yishmael, 
then, since Rabbi Yishmael said that fats from Shabbat are offered 
on Yom Kippur, let them sound the shofar" so that the priests will 
know that the fats from Shabbat are offered on Yom Kippur and 
they may begin offering them (Rav Hai Gaon). And I said to him: 
You cannot prove this from here, because priests are vigilant and 
can be trusted to know this on their own, and there is no need to 
sound the shofar. 


Mar Kashisha, the son of Rav Hisda, said to Rav Ashi: Do we say 
that priests are vigilant in that regard? Didn’t we learn in a mishna 
that three blasts were sounded in the Temple on Friday to stop the 
people from work, and three more were sounded to demarcate 
between sacred and profane?" Apparently, even priests required 
the blasts to alert them to the beginning and end of Shabbat. The 
Gemara answers: As Abaye said in a different context, that certain 
matters were undertaken for the rest of the people in Jerusalem, 
so too here, these blasts were sounded for the rest of the people 
in Jerusalem and not for the priests. 


On Yom Kippur let them sound the shofar, etc. - nia 
3) ppm) Dmna: There are two basic approaches to in- 
terpreting this matter. In the first approach, Rashi explains 
that the Gemara is not referring to shofar blasts between 
Shabbat and Yom Kippur, because the shofar was never 
sounded at the conclusion of Shabbat. The sounding of the 
shofar in this context is the one that marks the beginning 
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NOTES 


and Rashba). 


of Shabbat when Yom Kippur is on Friday. Although there 
are several difficulties with this approach and the unfold- 
ing discussion does not seem to support it, this is the un- 
derstanding adopted in the Jerusalem Talmud (see Tosafot 


A second approach states that the Gemara is referring 
to a situation where Yom Kippur begins at the conclusion 


of Shabbat. According to these commentaries, the shofar 
would be sounded at that time, just as it was sounded ev- 
ery week at the conclusion of Shabbat, to divide between 
the sacred and the profane (Rambam). Other commentar- 
ies explain that a special shofar blast was sounded on the 
eve of Yom Kippur, just like before Shabbat, and that is being 
discussed here. 
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The Gemara asks: In any event, Let them sound the shofar so that they 
will know that trimming the vegetables,’ i.e., removing the leaf heads 

from vegetables in preparation for cutting them, is permitted from the 

late afternoon and onward." On Yom Kippur, it is permitted, starting 
at a certain point of the day, to prepare vegetables for the meal following 
the fast. However, this is not permitted on Shabbat, when it is prohib- 
ited to perform any action in preparation for the weekdays after Shabbat. 
Rav Yosef said: This is because a rabbinic prohibition [shevut] is not 

overridden in order to permit another action. Although sounding the 

shofar is not prohibited by Torah law on Shabbat, it is prohibited by 
rabbinic law on Shabbat and Yom Kippur, and this prohibition is not 

overridden to permit another action. 


And Rav Sheisha, son of Rav Idi, said: The Sages permitted doing so 
for an immediate rabbinic prohibition, e.g., sounding the shofar to 
permit prohibited actions immediately. They did not permit doing so 
for a more remote rabbinic prohibition, such as trimming vegetables, 
which is allowed only beginning late in the afternoon, several hours 
after the start of Yom Kippur (Rabbeinu Hananel). 


The Gemara asks: And did they permit doing so for an immediate 

rabbinic prohibition? Didn’t we learn in a mishna that if a Festival 

occurs on Shabbat eve, one sounds the shofar to announce that Shab- 
bat has begun, but one does not recite havdala over wine to mark the 

conclusion of the Festival, because the sanctity of Shabbat is greater 
than the sanctity of the Festival? And if a Festival occurs at the conclu- 
sion of Shabbat," one recites havdala to demarcate between the sanc- 
tity of Shabbat and the sanctity of the Festival, but one does not sound 

the shofar. And why does one not sound the shofar? Let them sound 

the shofar at the beginning of the Festival, so that people will know that 

slaughtering is permitted immediately on the Festival, although it was 

prohibited on Shabbat. Rather, it is clear that this must be explained 

in accordance with the opinion of Rav Yosef, who says that a rabbinic 

prohibition is not overridden to permit the performance of actions that 
were prohibited. 


With regard to trimming vegetables on Yom Kippur, the Gemara cites 

that which Rabbi Zeira said that Rav Huna said, and some say Rabbi 

Abba said that Rav Huna said: If Yom Kippur occurs on Shabbat, 
trimming vegetables is prohibited." Rav Mana said: It was taught in 

a baraita: From where is it derived that on Yom Kippur that occurs on 

Shabbat trimming vegetables is prohibited? The verse states: “A 
solemn rest [shabbaton], aholy Shabbat unto the Lord” (Exodus 16:23), 
which means that there is an obligation to issue a rabbinic prohibition 

on this day. Issue a rabbinic prohibition for what activity? If you say 
this refers to prohibiting actual labor, isn’t it written explicitly: “But 

the seventh day is Shabbat for the Lord your God; you shall not per- 
form any labor” (Exodus 20:9)? Rather, does it not refer to trimming 

vegetables, which is prohibited on Shabbat even though it is not a full- 
fledged prohibited labor? The Gemara concludes: Indeed, learn from 

it that trimming vegetables is prohibited. 


Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba said that Rabbi Yohanan said: If Yom Kippur 

occurs on Shabbat, trimming vegetables is permitted. The Gemara 

raised an objection from what we learned in the baraita cited earlier: 

From where is it derived that on Yom Kippur that occurs on Shabbat 

trimming vegetables is prohibited? The verse states: “A solemn rest 

[shabbaton], a holy Shabbat unto the Lord” (Exodus 16:23), which 

means that there is an obligation to issue a rabbinic prohibition on this 

day. Issue a rabbinic prohibition for what activity? If you say this refers 

to prohibiting actual labor, isn’t it written explicitly: “But the seventh 

day is Shabbat for the Lord your God; you shall not perform any labor” 
(Exodus 20:9)? Rather, is it not referring to trimming vegetables, 
which is prohibited on Shabbat? The Gemara answers: No, that is not; 

rather, solemn rest actually refers to labor. It is a positive command- 
ment to rest on Shabbat. Although the verse says explicitly: “But the 

seventh day is Shabbat for the Lord your God; you shall not perform 

any labor,” this adds that one who performs a prohibited labor violates 

both a positive mitzva and a prohibition. 


NOTES 


Trimming the vegetables — py» nap: The Meiri ex- 
plains that trimming here refers to i vegetables that have 
already been cooked to a certain degree and merely 
need a second cleaning. Other commentaries explain 
that trimming vegetables does not refer to cutting 
them, but to rinsing away the dirt. This interpretation 
is supported in the Jerusalem Talmud (Rashba; Ran). 


From the late afternoon and onward - apaan ja 
Twa: Trimming vegetables was prohibited before 
then due to the concern that one might inadvertently 
eat when handling food. After this time, preparing food 
is permitted, because at that point, one knows that the 
end of the fast is near. The Rabbis were lenient in this 
matter, applying the following aphorism: There is no 
comparison between one who has bread in his basket 
and one who does not have bread in his basket. Some 
commentaries explain that food preparation performed 
in the late afternoon is clearly intended for after the fast. 
People who observe food preparation earlier might 
suspect that food is being prepared to eat during the 
fast (Rashba; Ran). 


HALAKHA 

If a Festival occurs on Shabbat eve...the conclusion 
of Shabbat, etc. — »eyin...naw ay nity Sow aiw op 
nanag: When a Festival occurs on Friday, the shofar is 
sounded at the start of Shabbat, but havdala is not re- 
cited at the end of the Festival, which is also the start of 
Shabbat. If a Festival occurs at the conclusion of Shab- 
bat, havdala is recited, but no shofar blast is sounded 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 5:21). 


Trimming vegetables on Yom Kippur - ova pY NII? 
Dmna: The Sages permitted trimming vegetables on 
Yom Kippur from the late afternoon onward in prepara- 
tion for the meal that follows the fast. If Yom Kippur oc- 
curs on Shabbat, this is prohibited. This is in accordance 
with the opinions of the later amoraim, even though 
they disagree with Rabbi Yohanan. In modern times, the 
custom is to prohibit this activity because people began 
preparing food before the appropriate time (Mishna 
Berura; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shevitat Asor 
1:3; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 611:2). 
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HALAKHA 

If Yom Kippur occurs on a weekday, one may crack nuts — 
priaga pygan bina nab Sow oaa a: The Sages per- 

mitted cracking open nuts on Yom Kippur beginning in 

the late afternoon to prepare the nuts to be eaten after the 

fast. If Yom Kippur occurs on Shabbat, this is prohibited. The 

contemporary custom is to prohibit all of these prepara- 
tions, because people began performing them before the 

appropriate time (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shevitat 
Asor 1:3; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 611:2). 


NOTES 
A letter came from the West - xIwan KAW: Although 
Rabba received no such letter, he wanted to teach them the 
halakha and have them take it seriously. Consequently, he 
phrased his teaching in this way. This type of lie is permit- 
ted, since it is within the parameters of the ways of peace 
(HaBoneh). 
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DYDI OP nh I PIN KAN 
nawa nob baw 
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DWP thre THY pan 


It was taught in a baraita in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yohanan: If Yom Kippur occurs on Shabbat, 


trimming vegetables is permitted. And Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba 
said that Rabbi Yohanan said: If Yom Kippur occurs on a 
weekday, one may crack nuts" and remove pomegranate 
seeds from the late afternoon and onward, because doing so 
involves no actual labor and due to anxiety, i.e., ifa person does 
not know that there is food prepared for when the fast ends, he 
suffers more during the final hours of the day (Rabbi Zerahia 
HaLevi). The Gemara relates: The members of Rav Yehuda’s 
house would trim cabbage. The members of Rabba’s house 
would scrub gourds. Once Rabba saw that they were doing 
this early, before the late afternoon, he said to them: A letter 
came from the West," i.e., from Eretz Yisrael, in the name of 
Rabbi Yohanan, saying that doing so is prohibited. 
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In the course of discussing the labor category of tying, the opinions and arguments of 
several tanna’im were elucidated. For halakhic purposes, it was concluded that there 
are two components necessary for an act to constitute the labor of tying. First, the 
resulting knot must be one which requires the skill of a craftsman, i.e., a permanent 
knot, which is produced in a manner which will, in the normal course of events, 
endure and not easily be undone. For this reason, a necktie is not a type of knot. 
Second, the knot must be tied with the intention that it endure in its place and not be 
undone. A knot which is initially tied in order to be untied daily or at short intervals 
is not included in this category. 


On the basis of these fundamental principles, it was possible to define which activi- 
ties constitute the tying prohibited by the Torah. What remains to be determined 
is the nature of those knots which one is permitted to tie on Shabbat ab initio. This 
matter is clarified in commentaries and by halakhic authorities. 


The second topic of this chapter is preparation. It was determined that it is prohibited 
to prepare for a mundane day on a sacred day, such as preparation for a weekday on 
Shabbat. It is even prohibited to prepare on a day of greater sanctity for a day of lesser 
sanctity, e.g., preparing on Shabbat for Yom Kippur. 


It was also clarified that preparatory activities necessary for Shabbat can be per- 
formed on Shabbat, even if the products of these activities were not actually used on 
Shabbat. It is prohibited to perform only activities that one explicitly knows at the 
time are not at all necessary for that Shabbat. It must be understood that the above 
principle does not pertain to labor, which is in and of itself prohibited on Shabbat. 
Activities that constitute labor are permitted on Shabbat only in life-threatening 
situations. The Gemara’s discussion of preparation only referenced activities which, 
in and of themselves, are permitted on Shabbat. These activities were prohibited to 
give Shabbat its due reverence, because they are mundane activities [uvdin dehol]. 


Summary of 
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This chapter mainly deals with a single question: How is one to conduct oneself when 
a fire breaks out on Shabbat? The halakha maintains that it is prohibited to extinguish 
a fire on Shabbat, even in a situation of great financial loss. Therefore, the question 
arises: What is permissible to do in the case of a fire? Under what conditions is it 
permissible to rescue materials from a fire on Shabbat? 


The decrees instituted by the Sages with reference to rescuing objects from a fire 
on Shabbat are the source of many of the questions pertaining to this matter. These 
decrees are based upon the concern that if one is permitted to evacuate his goods, 
he may, in his panic, perform the kind of extinguishing that is biblically prohibited, 
both because of his preoccupation with the act of evacuation and because people 
become panicked when their property is at stake. Therefore, the Sages permitted the 
rescue of domestic utensils and even foodstuffs in only limited quantities. Addition- 
ally, there is discussion of the numerous details related to permissible methods and 
stratagems that enable the rescue of more than the very minimum fixed by the law. 


Another question related to rescuing materials from a fire is the problem of sacred 
writings and other holy objects. Because of their sanctity, the Sages permitted many 
procedures for rescuing them that may not be performed for other objects. Accord- 
ing to many opinions, the Sages went to great extremes to grant permission in this 
matter, ruling leniently even when there are risks of violating rabbinic prohibitions, 
and sometimes even biblical prohibitions, because of their great concern for salvag- 
ing a wide variety of sacred materials. 


The detailed explication of what one is permitted to and prohibited to rescue from 
a fire on Shabbat, the enumeration of the types of holy objects that are worthy of 
rescue, and guidelines for how to conduct oneself in the event of a fire are the main 
topics of this chapter. 


Incidentally, as is typical of talmudic discourse, there are discussions of other subjects 
related to the chapter's central theme. 


Introduction to 
Perek XVI 


183 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Perek XVI 
Daf115 Amuda 


pix poy wpa vans bs ANA 
PRD PITA PYY pa APT 90 
pw) baa wanwa by qe 17a rip 
-072 Pp prs TR nO APA DAYD 

WaT ma bw 9N 


IX DA DIN YT aPN A 
Poy pis ang san 371104 baa 
OX KIDI I1 APT yn ix 
INT ex apa NB TIN] poyn 
row tast- "na napo um” 12x7 
evox - php 15 ee A Kb 
n’a nip wm x5” WNT INT 
sayy x NTT - pow pg ADN NNT 
- PYLA sox KN 17,72 MNP) 
vans bs :an wpm ans a own 
pa, mph 2an pix poyn wpa 
by ag 173 Pp PMY pa ta Pp! 
pap wd ca pw daa pansy a 
"I PUP PRY”) Dw) - "7a 
po boa pansy 3 by ay vans 
sn» ~Np Ta nip wm) wb 

IKAT ATT MAM 


MDD MID PRIM: owt) ny, ats 
mwa, hyn hive NAW Ta prYD 
eres yuna xan 37 hes ryan 
NAT 37 ayy) YW SIEM IN 
- 573 pipe pa Pye ya 
(DNS -073 prp pry Pai DWI 
wha pansy - DWN DDT mI 
Pose pry - wh bea bar. „VTI 
YI STON D1 AYA 9a — 9307 OK) 
PIDEN- jap pw pa sme 
3 Dy AN DUNS - 13 Np PRY 
ro) poe I- 11w2 Yea pansy 

Tp pays yw ppg Np 


ith d to all d writings, 
MI SHN ~~ regard to all sacre Ee” ons 


may rescue them from the fire’ on 
Shabbat, whether they are read in public, e.g., Torah or 
Prophets scrolls, or whether they are not read in public, e.g., 
Writings scrolls. This ruling applies even though they were 
written in any foreign language. According to the Rabbis, those 
scrolls are not read in public, but they are still sacred and require 
burial." And why does one not read the Writings on Shabbat? 
Due to suspension of Torah study in the study hall." People 
came to the study hall at specific times on Shabbat to hear words 
of halakha, and other texts were not allowed at those times. 


G E M ARA It was stated that amora’im debated the 


status of sacred writings written in Ara- 
maic translation or in any other language. Rav Huna said: 
One may not rescue them from the fire on Shabbat. And Rav 
Hisda said: One may rescue them from the fire on Shabbat. 
The Gemara adds: According to the one who said that sacred 
writings written in other languages may be read, everybody 
agrees that one may rescue them. Where they argue is accord- 
ing to the one who said that they may not be read." Rav Huna 
said: One may not rescue them, as they may not be read. 
Whereas Rav Hisda said: One may rescue them due to dis- 
grace to sacred writings that will result. We learned in the 
mishna: With regard to all sacred writings, one may rescue 
them from the fire on Shabbat whether they are read in public 
or whether they are not read in public, even if they are written 
in any foreign language. What, is it not that the phrase: “That 
they are read” is referring to the books of the Prophets, and 
the phrase: “That they are not read” is referring to the Writ- 
ings? Even though these are books written in any foreign 
language, which may not be read, it is taught that one may 
save them. This then is a conclusive refutation of the opinion 
of Rav Huna. 


Rav Huna could have said to you: And do you understand the 

mishna that way? Say the latter clause of the mishna, which 

states: They require burial. This is unnecessary, as now, that it 
was mentioned that we rescue them from the fire, is it neces- 
sary to say that they require burial? Rather, the mishna must 
be emended. Rav Huna reconciles the mishna in accordance 

with his reasoning, and Rav Hisda reconciles the mishna in 

accordance with his reasoning. Rav Huna reconciles this in 

accordance with his reasoning: Whether they are read is refer- 
ring to the Prophets, and whether they are not read is referring 
to the Writings. In what case is this statement said? It is in a 

case where they are written in the holy tongue, but if they are 

not written in Hebrew but in any other language, they are not 

rescued from the fire on Shabbat, and even so, they require 

burial. Rav Hisda reconciles the mishna in accordance with 

his reasoning: Whether they are read is referring to the Proph- 
ets, and whether they are not read is referring to the Writings, 
even if they are written in any language other than Hebrew, 
they are also rescued. And this is what the mishna is saying: 

And even the decayed sections of parchment require burial. 


Burying sacred writings — Wp ‘And n933: Scrolls of the sacred 
writings that have become worn must be treated with proper 
respect. Consequently, they are not thrown into the garbage, 
but are buried. Books of halakha and aggada are included in 


HALAKHA 
the category of sacred writings. Once they were allowed to 
be written, their status is that of sacred writings in this regard 
(Tosafot, Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer 
Torah 10:3; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 282:5). 


NOTES 
One may rescue them from the fire- °251 (pix prsna 
ap ban: In the Jerusalem Talmud it is explained that the 
halakha is in accordance with Rabbi Shimon’s opinion that, 
in general, extinguishing a fire is prohibited by rabbinic and 
not by Torah law. Therefore, it is permitted to douse a fire in 
order to rescue sacred books. 


Suspension of Torah study in the study hall - ma bwa 
wma: In the Jerusalem Talmud it is stated, and Rabbi 
Nehemya stated below, that the decree against reading the 
Writings on Shabbat was issued to underscore the sanctity 
of the day. If one is prohibited to read the sacred Writings, 
people will certainly refrain from reading other books, con- 
tracts, and additional business documents. 


They may not be read - }714 mpd 1002 x: It is a matter 
of dispute whether or not sacred writings translated from 
Hebrew into other languages may be read in public. Some 
tannaim held that it is permitted to read the Greek transla- 
tion of the Torah in public. However, the translations of other 
books of the Bible may neither be written nor read in public. 
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BACKGROUND 
Translations of the Bible — Kpa ayn: 


Section of the Bible translated into Coptic, from the talmudic period 


Section of the Bible in ancient Hebrew script, from the Dead Sea Scrolls 


Section of the Bible translated into Judeo-Greek, Second Temple period 
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The Gemara raises an objection from that which was taught in a 

baraita: If they were written in Aramaic translation or in any 

language" other than Hebrew, they are rescued from the fire on 

Shabbat. And this is a conclusive refutation of the opinion of Rav 

Huna, who states that these are not rescued. Rav Huna could have 

said to you: This tanna holds that sacred writings not written in 

Hebrew may not be read, whereas Rav Huna holds in accordance 

with the opinion of the tanna who holds that they may be read 

and therefore may be rescued. Come and hear another proof from 

that which was taught in a different baraita: Sacred writings that 

were written in Coptic, Egyptian; Median; Ivrit, i.e., ancient 

Hebrew script; Eilamitic; or Greek’ are rescued from the fire on 

Shabbat, even though they may not be read. This is a conclusive 

refutation of the opinion of Rav Huna, who holds that they are 

not rescued. Rav Huna could have said to you: This is a dispute 

between tanna’im, as it was taught in a baraita: If they were writ- 
ten in Aramaic translation or in any language other than Hebrew, 
one may rescue them from the fire on Shabbat. Rabbi Yosei says: 

One may not rescue them from the fire. 


Rabbi Yosei said: There was an incident involving my father, 
Halafta, who went to the esteemed Rabban Gamliel of Yavne in 

Tiberias, where he found him sitting at the table of Yohanan 

HaNazuf and in his hand there was a translation of the book of 
Job, and he was reading from it. Yohanan said to Rabban Gamliel 

of Yavne: I remember Rabban Gamliel, your father’s father, 
who was standing on top of a step on the Temple Mount. And 

they brought before him a translation of the book of Job, and 

he said to the builder: Bury this book under the course of 
bricks. When he heard of that incident, Rabban Gamliel of Yavne 

ordered that it be buried and he buried it." Rabbi Yosei, son of 
Rabbi Yehuda, says that on the Temple Mount they overturned 

a large bowl of mortar on it. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said: There 

are two responses to this that prove that it did not happen: One, 
from where would they get mortar on the Temple Mount? 

Construction on the Temple Mount was performed with other 
materials, not with mortar. And furthermore, is it permitted to 

actively destroy even sacred writings that are not read, with one’s 

hands? Rather, at the very least they leave them in a neglected 

place, where they are likely to decompose quickly, and they decay 
on their own. The Gemara seeks to clarify: Who are the tanna’im 

who dispute this halakha according to Rav Huna? 


HALAKHA 


If they were written in Aramaic translation or in any 
language - iw) boa ix oan wana wy: Sacred writings 
written in any language must be rescued from fire on 
Shabbat. In contemporary times, when writing and printing 
the Oral Torah is permitted, all those texts are significant and 


Burial of the book of Job — aig Dya Maa: The translation 
of the book of Job was buried not because it was flawed; 
rather, because initially it was one of those matters that was 
supposed to remain unwritten. Writing it would be in viola- 


NOTES 


are rescued from a fire. The dispute between Rabbi Huna 
and Rabbi Hisda took place in an era when the Oral Law 
was not written, and if it was, it was prohibited to read 
or study these writings (Tosafot; Rosh; Ran; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 334712). 


tion of the decree prohibiting writing oral matters. Although it 
was not prohibited to translate Job orally or even to stan- 
dardize that translation, writing it was only permitted 
much later. 
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If we say it is the first tanna who disagrees with Rabbi Yosei, that 
is not necessarily so, and perhaps they are disagreeing about this: 
This Master, the first tanna, holds that books written in other lan- 
guages may be read; and this Master, Rabbi Yosei, holds that they 
may not be read, and their dispute is unrelated to the dispute be- 
tween Rav Huna and Rav Hisda. Rather, it is the dispute between 
Rabbi Yosei and the first tanna, who spoke about books written in 
Coptic. According to that tanna, even books that may not be read 
are rescued, whereas Rabbi Yosei holds that they are not rescued. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: The blessings that are written and 

the amulets," even though there are the letters of the Name of 
God in them and matters that appear in the Torah are mentioned 

in them, they are not rescued from the fire; rather, they burn in 

their place, they and the names of God contained therein. From 

here the Sages said: Writers of blessings are like burners of Torah 

scrolls, as it is prohibited to rescue these texts from the fire on Shab- 
bat even though itis likely that they will be destroyed. There was an 

incident involving one who was writing pages with blessings" in 

Sidon. They came and informed Rabbi Yishmael of his actions, 
and Rabbi Yishmael went to examine him to determine if the re- 
port was true. When Rabbi Yishmael was ascending the ladder to 

confront him, the scribe sensed his presence, took a bundle [to- 
mos |‘ of blessings, and submerged it in a basin of water to conceal 

it from Rabbi Yishmael. And in these words Rabbi Yishmael said 

to him: The punishment for the latter action is greater than the 

punishment for the former. Although it is prohibited to write bless- 
ings, destroying them is a greater violation. 


The Exilarch raised a dilemma before Rabba bar Rav Huna: If the 

sacred scrolls were written in yellow-tinged arsenic, or red paint, 
in gum, or in copper sulfate," types of ink which may not be used 

to write Torah scrolls; however, the scrolls were written properly in 

the holy tongue, does one rescue them from the fire on Shabbat 

or does one not rescue them? The Gemara adds: This dilemma is 

raised according to the one who said that one rescues sacred writ- 
ings written in other languages; and this dilemma is raised accord- 
ing to the one who said that one does not rescue them. The Ge- 
mara elaborates. This dilemma is raised according to the one who 

said that one does not rescue them: Perhaps that applies specifi- 
cally in a case where they are written in Aramaic translation and 

in any foreign language; however, here, where they are written in 

the holy tongue, one rescues them. Or perhaps even according 

to the one who said that one rescues them, that applies specifi- 
cally in a case where they are written in ink that endures; how- 
ever, here, since the script does not endure," they are not rescued. 
Rabba bar Rav Huna said to him: One does not rescue them. The 

Exilarch said to him: Didn’t Rav Hamnuna teach in a baraita that 

one saves them. Rabba bar Rav Huna said to him: If it was taught 

in a baraita, it was taught," and I retract my statement. The Gemara 

asks: What is the baraita that was taught on this matter? Rav Ashi 

said, as it was taught in a baraita: The only difference between the 

books of the Bible and the Megilla of Esther is that the books are 

written in any language and are valid, and the Megilla is only valid 

ifit is written in Assyrian script," the familiar square Hebrew script, 
ona parchment scroll, and in ink. Apparently, other sacred books 

need not be written in ink. 


NOTES 


HALAKHA 


And the amulets — papi: There is a difference of opinion 
with regard to rescuing amulets from a fire on Shabbat that 
were written for a sick person whose life is not in danger 
(Mishna Berura). Some authorities hold that it is prohibited 
to write amulets at all, and they are therefore not rescued, 
even in modern times (Rashba). Other commentaries assert 
that just as it was permitted write blessings, so too were 
amulets permitted (Tur), and they are therefore rescued. 
Later authorities ruled in accordance with the first opinion 
(Bah; Maharshal; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
23:27; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 33414). 


Rescuing pages with blessings — nia1a »p51v bya: In 
modern times, when it is permitted to write the Oral Torah, 
all sacred writings are rescued from the fire on Shabbat. 
Therefore, pages with the blessings that the Sages instituted 
for daily recitation are also rescued (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 23:27; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 334712). 


Scrolls that are written not with black ink - panda oD 
pia Kow: Sacred books in the Hebrew language, in Ås- 
syrian script (Rambam), even though they are not written 
with black ink, are rescued from fire on Shabbat (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 23:27; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 33422). 


The Megilla is only valid if it is written in Assyrian script — 
DX TINS KIND WY aay: A Megilla is only valid if it is 
written on parchment or hide that was treated with gallnuts 
in black ink, like a Torah scroll. If it was written with copper 
sulfate ink, it is valid after the fact (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Megilla 2:9; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 6911). 


LANGUAGE 


Bundle [tomos] — Diaiv: From the Greek tTópoç, tomos, 
meaning part of a book, a tome, or a volume. 


Since the script does not endure - 0%)" xt 12: The Sages 
determined that writing with a quill and copper sulfate is a 
full-fledged act of writing on Shabbat, because it endures, as 
opposed to writing with fruit juice, which does not. Neverthe- 


a significant labor is required, and writing that endures, even 
temporarily, meets that criterion. However, a Torah scroll must 
be written in a manner that ensures that the writing will endure 
for a long time (Rashba). 


less, there is a distinction between the halakhot of Shabbat and 


the halakhot governing the writing of a Torah scroll. On Shabbat, 


If it was taught, it was taught — san Kam KC: This expression 


appears throughout the Talmud and usually indicates that a 
Sage who heard the baraita consequently reconsidered his 
own statement. Another explanation of this phrase is that the 
Sage is saying: | heard this halakha from my rabbi and | stand 
by it. However, other Sages are free to rule in accordance with 
the baraita (Rashi in tractate Nidda). 
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HALAKHA 
Which books are rescued from the fire on 
Shabbat - nawa apa p py opp bye: A 
book that is an aggregate of eighty-five letters 
in complete words or that has the name of God 


written in it must be rescued from a fire on Shab- 


bat. The halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rav Huna, who was greater than Rav Hisda. In 
modern times, even translations of the Bible are 
rescued, as are all sacred books (Rambam Sefer 


Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 23:28; Shulhan Arukh, 


Orah Hayyim 334712). 


BACKGROUND 
Signs — nib: 


Portion of “And when the Ark traveled” (Numbers 10:35) as it 
appears in a Torah scroll with signs before and after it 


Perek XVI 
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Rav Huna bar Haluv raised a dilemma before Rav Nahman: With re- 
gard to a Torah scroll in which there is not enough to compile from it 
eighty-five complete letters written properly and in order, which is the 

minimum measure determined by the Sages for a Torah to maintain the 

sanctity of a Torah scroll, as in the portion of: “And when the Ark trav- 
eled” (Numbers 10:35-36), does one rescue it from the fire on Shabbat 
or does one not rescue it? Rav Nahman said to him: And raise a di- 
lemma with regard to the portion of: “And when the Ark traveled,’ itself, 
i.e., does one rescue it on Shabbat ifit is missing a single letter? Rav Huna 

bar Haluv answered: In a case where the portion of: “And when the Ark 
traveled,” is incomplete, it is not a dilemma for me, as since it contains 

names of God, even though there are not eighty-five letters in it, it is 

rescued. However, the case where it is a dilemma for me is with regard 

to a Torah scroll in which there is not enough to compile from it eighty- 
five complete letters; what is the ruling? Is it rescued on Shabbat or not?" 

Rav Nahman said to him: It is not rescued. 


Rav Huna bar Haluv raised an objection to his opinion from that which 

we learned: A verse that is originally written in Aramaic translation that 

was written in the language of the Bible, and a verse that is originally 
written in the language of the Bible that was written in Aramaic transla- 
tion, and a Torah that was written in ancient Hebrew script, one rescues 

them from the fire on Shabbat. And, needless to say, one saves the 

verses written in Aramaic translation that are in the book of Ezra, and 

that are in the book of Daniel, and that are in the Torah. What are the 

verses originally written in Aramaic translation in the Torah? It is the 

verse: “And Laban called it Yegar Sahaduta, and Jacob called it Gal Ed” 
(Genesis 31:47), and apparently, it is rescued, even though there are not 

eighty-five letters in it. Rav Nahman answered him: That is no proof, as 

when that baraita was taught, it was in a case where the Aramaic verse is 

counted to complete the total of eighty-five letters, but it is not indepen- 
dently significant. 


A dilemma was raised before the Sages: With regard to these eighty-five 
letters that allow one to rescue a Torah scroll, is that specifically when 
they are juxtaposed, or even when they are scattered? Rav Huna said: 
Only when they are juxtaposed. Rav Hisda said: Even when they are 
scattered. The Gemara raises an objection from that which we learned: 
With regard to a Torah scroll that is worn, if there is enough to compile 
from it eighty-five complete letters as in the portion of: “And when the 
Ark traveled,” one rescues it from the fire, and if not one does not rescue 
it. The term: To compile, indicates that the letters are not juxtaposed, and 
this is a conclusive refutation of the opinion of Rav Huna. Rav Hisda 
interpreted it according to the opinion of Rav Huna: Indeed, the barai- 
ta is referring to a case where the letters are scattered, but they are juxta- 
posed in the form of words. In that case, even Rav Huna agrees that it is 
a sacred book. Rav Huna and Rav Hisda only disagree in a case where 
isolated letters are scattered. 


Apropos the portion: “And when the Ark traveled,” the Gemara cites that 
which the Sages taught in a baraita. It is stated: “And when the Ark trav- 
eled and Moses proclaimed: Rise up, God, and Your enemies will scatter 
and those who hate You will flee from before You.” And The Holy One, 
Blessed be He, made signs’ in the Torah for this portion, above and 
below, i.e., before and after it, in order to say 


that this is not its place, as the previous portion does not discuss the 
nation’s travels. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: It is not for that reason that 
signs were inserted. Rather, the signs are there because this portion is 
considered a book unto itself. 
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The Gemara asks: According to whose opinion is that which 
Rabbi Shmuel bar Nahman said that Rabbi Yonatan said, that 
with regard to the verse: “With wisdom she built her house, she 
carved its seven pillars” (Proverbs 9:1), these are the seven 
books of the Torah? According to whose opinion? It is accord- 
ing to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, as by his count there 
are seven books of the Torah: Genesis; Exodus; Leviticus; Num- 
bers until: “And when the Ark traveled”; the portion: “And when 
the Ark traveled,” which is considered its own book; the remain- 
der of Numbers; and Deuteronomy. 


Who is the tanna who disagrees with Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi? It 
is Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel. As it was taught in a baraita that 
Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: In the future, this portion 
will be uprooted from here, where it appears, and will be written 
in its proper place. And why was it written here, even though it 
discusses the travels of the children of Israel, and the portion 
before it does not? It is in order to demarcate between the first 
punishment and the second punishment. What is the second 
punishment that appears immediately afterward? It is the verse: 
“And the people complained wickedly in God’s ears, and God 
heard and became angry, and the fire of God burned in them and 
it consumed the edge of the camp” (Numbers 11:1). What is the 
first punishment? It is the verse: “And they traveled from the 
mountain of God [mehar Hashem] for three days” (Numbers 
10:33), and Rabbi Hama, son of Rabbi Hanina, said: That they 
turned from after God [me‘aharei Hashem]" and hurriedly fled 
Mount Sinai. The Gemara asks: And if so, where is the proper 
place for this paragraph? Rav Ashi said: In the portion of the flags, 
where there is a description of the manner in which the Jewish 
people traveled through the desert. 


A dilemma was raised before the Sages: With regard to the blank 
folios of parchment of a Torah scroll, does one rescue them 
from the fire on Shabbat, or does one not rescue them from the 
fire?" Come and hear a resolution to this from that which we 
learned: With regard to a Torah scroll that is worn, if there is 
enough in it to compile eighty-five complete letters as in the 
portion of: “And when the Ark traveled,” one rescues it from 
the fire, and if not one does not rescue it. If even the blank folios 
are rescued, why would one not rescue a Torah scroll with fewer 
than the requisite number of letters? Derive that this scroll may 
be rescued due to its blank folios. The Gemara answers: A Torah 
scroll that is worn is different, because at that point its sanctity is 
negated, and its blank folios are not sacred. Therefore, one may 
rescue the scroll only if it contains eighty-five letters. 


Come and hear a different resolution from that which was taught 
in another baraita: With regard to a Torah scroll that was erased, 
if there is enough in it to compile eighty-five complete letters 
as in the portion of: “And when the Ark traveled,’ one rescues 
it from the fire, and if not, one does not rescue it. And why is that 
so? Derive that this scroll may be rescued due to its blank folios, 
as the erased section is surely no less significant than the blank 
folios of the scroll. The Gemara answers: That is not so. In a case 
where the place of the writing is erased it is not a dilemma for 
me, as it is sacred due to the writing. If the writing is gone, its 
sanctity is gone. When it is a dilemma for me is with regard to 
the blank portions that are above and below, that are between 
one section and another section, that are between one page and 
another page, that are at the beginning of the scroll, and that 
are at the end of the scroll. The Gemara asks again: Derive that 
this scroll may be rescued due to that area that is blank, whose 
sanctity remains. The Gemara replies: There, it is referring to a 
case where the blank area was cut and thrown out, and all that 
remains is the place of the writing. 


NOTES 
That they turned from after God — "m'na BW: In Tosafot 
a different interpretation is cited: Rashi, in tractate Ta‘anit, ex- 
plains that the verse: “And they traveled from the mountain 
[mehar] of the Lord” (Numbers 10:33) can be interpreted: “And 
they traveled quickly [maher] from the Lord,’ meaning that 
they fled from God. 


———————__ HALAKHA 
Rescuing blank folios — prs nbyn: Blank portions of a Torah 
scroll that were excised or portions ofthe parchment that were 
erased (Magen Avraham) are not rescued from the fire on Shab- 
bat. This dilemma remained unresolved in the Gemara. Conse- 
quently, the Rif, the Rosh, and the Rambam all rule stringently 
in this regard (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 23:27; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 334:20). 
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HALAKHA 
Blank folios with regard to rendering hands ritually 
impure - ov? menw pay mian: The blank por- 
tions ofa Torah scroll, like the scroll itself, render one’s 
hands ritually impure, as the Sages deemed these 
spaces integral parts of the Torah scroll (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She‘ar Avot HaTumot 9:6). 


The scrolls of heretics, one does not rescue — 15D 
mix pox pe pman: Texts written by heretics and 
idolators are not sacred. They are burned along 
with the divine names written in them. Needless 
to say, they are not rescued from a fire on Shabbat 
(Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Yesodei HaTorah 
6:8 and Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer 
Torah 1:13; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 334:21 and 
Yoreh Dea 281:1). 


Entering a house of idolatry to save one’s life - 
iayy boyd mat aay mad apa: It is permitted for 
aJewto escape danger by entering a temple of idola- 

try. Some authorities state that when Jews are being 

persecuted, it is prohibited to do so (Kol Bo). This 

halakha is based on the statement of Rabbi Tarfon 

(Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 157:3 and in the comment 
of the Rema). 


NOTES 
Scrolls of heretics — p3 190: This category includes 
both Jewish sacred books written by heretics and 
sectarian writings. The latter contained verses from 
the Bible with the name of God (Meiri). 


Scrolls of heretics are like blank folios — p3 19D 
miya 1: Even though these were written texts, 
the Sages likened them to blank folios ofTorah scrolls, 
which are devoid of sanctity. Consequently, they are 
not rescued from destruction and one may even 
actively destroy them (geonim; Rashi). 


To make peace...these who impose jealousy and 
hatred — mane) map powaw dn.obw mov: 
This statement refers to the Christians, who claimed 
that God was fed up with the Jewish people and 
chose the Christians to replace them as His people. 
This explains the expression: Who impose jealousy, 
and hatred, and conflict between the Jewish people 
and their Father in Heaven (Maharsha). 
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Come and hear a different resolution from what we learned in a 
mishna: The Sages decreed that the blank folios that are above and 
below, that are between one section and another section, that are 
between one page and another page, that are at the beginning of 
the scroll, and that are at the end of the scroll render the hands that 
touch them ritually impure." Apparently, the blank folios have the 
sanctity ofa Torah scroll. The Gemara replies: That is not a proof, as 
perhaps when it is part of the Torah scroll, it is different, and in 
those circumstances the sanctity of the Torah extends to the blank 
portions. When they stand alone they have no sanctity. 


Therefore, come and hear a different resolution from that which was 

taught in another baraita: With regard to the blank folios and the 

Torah scrolls of heretics,“® one does not rescue" them from the fire; 

rather, they burn in their place, they and the names of God con- 
tained therein. What, is this not referring to the blank folios of a 

Torah scroll? The Gemara rejects this: No, it is referring to the blank 
folios of the scrolls of heretics. The Gemara is surprised at this: Now, 
with regard to the scrolls of heretics themselves, one does not res- 
cue them; is it necessary to say that one does not rescue their blank 
folios? Rather, this is what it is saying: And the scrolls of heretics 

are like blank folios." 


Apropos the scrolls of heretics, the Gemara analyzes the matter itself. 
With regard to the blank folios and the Torah scrolls of the heretics, 
one does not rescue them from the fire. Rabbi Yosei says: During 
the week, one cuts the names of God contained therein and buries 
them, and burns the rest. Rabbi Tarfon said in the form of an oath: 
I will bury my sons if I fail to do the following, that if these books 
come into my possession I will burn them and the names contained 
therein. As even if a person is pursuing him with the intent to kill 
him, and a snake is hurrying to bite him, one enters a house of 
idolatry" and does not enter the houses of these heretics. The reason 
is that these heretics are aware of the greatness of the Creator mani- 
fest in the Torah and its mitzvot, and nevertheless, they deny the 
existence of God; whereas these idolators are not aware, and that is 
the reason that they deny the existence of God. And with regard to 
the heretics, the verse says: “And behind the door and the doorpost 
you place your memory” (Isaiah 57:8). Although they remember the 
word of God, they treat it contemptuously, as if casting it behind the 
door. 


Rabbi Yishmael said: The fact that the names of God in the scrolls 
of heretics may be burned can be derived through an a fortiori infer- 
ence: Just as to make peace between a husband and his wife, the 
Torah says: My name that was written in sanctity shall be erased in 
the water in the framework of the ordeal of the sota; these, the her- 
etics, who impose jealousy, and hatred," and conflict between the 
Jewish people and their Father in Heaven, all the more so it is 
proper to erase God's names because of them. And with regard to 
heretics, David said: “For I hate those who hate You, God, and I 
fight those who rise against You. I hate them with the utmost ha- 
tred, they have become enemies to me” (Psalms 139:21-22). And 
just as they, the scrolls of heretics, are not rescued from the fire, 
neither are they rescued froma rockslide, nor from water, nor from 
any other matter that destroys them. 


Scrolls of heretics — Da7 15D: The heretics were members of 
various dissenting sects that existed during the time of the Mishna. 
The reference in this context is specifically to the Chrisitian sects. 
Rabbeinu Hananel writes: The heretics who existed at that time 
had not yet developed the customs that they practice today. Rather, 
they were misguided. Some of them observed the Torah while 


BACKGROUND 


others did not, yet they all read it. Rabbeinu Hananel describes a 
period in the history of Christianity during which it was not yet a 
distinct religion. During that period, its believers had broken away 
from Judaism, but some of them still observed the Torah and its 
mitzvot. As a result, there were different attitudes toward them. This 
period lasted over one hundred years. 
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Yosef bar Hanin raised a dilemma before Rabbi Abbahu: With 
regard to these books of the house of Abidan, does one rescue 
them from the fire or does one not rescue them? There were sa- 
cred Jewish texts in that house, which were used in debates and 
discussions on matters of faith. Rabbi Abbahu did not give him a 
clear answer but said yes and no, and the matter was uncertain to 
him. Rav would not go to the house of Abidan’ for conversation, 
and all the more so he would not go to the house of Nitzrefei,' 
the Persian fire-temple. Shmuel, to the house of Nitzrefei he did 
not go, but to the house of Abidan he did go. The gentile scholars 
said to Rava: Why did you not come to the house of Abidan? He 
evaded their question with an excuse and said to them: There is 
a certain palm tree on the road, and that makes the path difficult 
for me. They said to him: We will uproot it. He said to them: 
Nevertheless, the resulting pit in its place will be difficult for me. 
Mar bar Yosef said: I am one of them, we are friends, and I do not 
fear them. Still, one time he went and argued with them and they 
sought to endanger his life. Rabbi Meir would call the Christian 
writing, the Evangelion, the wicked folio [aven gilyon]; Rabbi 
Yohanan called it the sinful folio [avon gilyon]. 


The Gemara relates: Imma Shalom, the wife of Rabbi Eliezer, 
was Rabban Gamliel’s sister. There was a Christian philosopher 
[pilosofa]' in their neighborhood 


who disseminated about himself the reputation that he does not 
accept bribes. They wanted to mock him and reveal his true na- 
ture. She privately gave him a golden lamp," and she and her 
brother came before him, approaching him as if they were seeking 
judgment. She said to the philosopher: I want to share in the in- 
heritance of my father’s estate. He said to them: Divide it. Rab- 
ban Gamliel said to him: It is written in our Torah: Ina situation 
where there is a son, the daughter does not inherit. The philoso- 
pher said to him: Since the day you were exiled from your land, 
the Torah of Moses was taken away and the avon gilyon was 
given in its place. It is written in the avon gilyon: A son and a 
daughter shall inherit alike. 


The next day Rabban Gamliel brought the philosopher a Libyan 

donkey. Afterward, Rabban Gamliel and his sister came before the 

philosopher for a judgment. He said to them: I proceeded to the 

end of the avon gilayon, and it is written: I, avon gilayon, did not 

come to subtract from the Torah of Moses, and I did not come 

to add to the Torah of Moses. And it is written there: In a situa- 
tion where there is a son, the daughter does not inherit. She said 

to him: May your light shine like a lamp, alluding to the lamp she 

had given him. Rabban Gamliel said to him: The donkey came 

and kicked the lamp, thereby revealing the entire episode. 


We learned in the mishna: And why does one not read the Writ- 
ings on Shabbat? Due to suspension of Torah study in the study 
hall. Rav said: They only taught that it is prohibited to read from 
the Writings on Shabbat during the hours of study in the study 
hall; but when it is not during the hours of study in the study hall, 
one may read them. And Shmuel said: Even when it is not the 
hours of study in the study hall one may not read from the Writ- 
ings on Shabbat. The Gemara asks: Is that so? Wasn’t Neharde’a 
Shmuel’s place where he was the rabbi of the town, and in 
Neharde’a they concluded their regular weekly discourse with 
Writings" on Shabbat afternoon. Rather, if a dispute was stated 
in this matter, it was stated as follows: Rav said: It was only 
taught that there is a prohibition in a place where there is a study 
hall nearby that people can attend; but not in a place where there 
is a study hall, one may read Writings. 


BACKGROUND 


The house of Abidan - pax +3: According to the tradi- 
tion of the geonim, the house of Abidan was a well-known 
courtyard in which there were books of knowledge from 
all the nations. Scholars and wise men from all nations 
gathered there to discuss wisdom. The house of Nitzrefei 
served a similar purpose. However, it was also a temple for 
idol worship. Therefore, it was appropriate for Shmuel to 
attend meetings and discussions in the house of Abidan, 
which he considered as a forum for philosophical debates, 
but he would never enter the house of Nitzrefei, which was 
devoted to idolatry. There were other Sages who thought 
that the debates were problematic and dangerous, and it 
was preferable to refrain from participation in those forums. 


LANGUAGE 


The house of Abidan and the house of Nitzrefei - ;Pax ’a 
199% 2: These two names are difficult. Some commentar- 
ies think that the confusion in the Gemara is intentional. The 
house of Abidan may derive from the Iranian compound 
bag-dan, meaning container of the god, i.e., a temple. The 
meaning of the house of Nitzrefei is more elusive. It has 
been suggested that the term means house of burning, 
rom the Semitic root srf and refers to a Zoroastrian fire 
emple. However, it now seems more likely that it originated 
rom a Parthian word meaning Nazarene, an ancient name 
or Christians, and refers to some sort of Christian church. 


Philosopher [pilosofa] - xpivins: From the Greek 
pAócopoç, philosophos, meaning lover of wisdom. It 
was used to describe scholars who studied science and 
philosophy. 


NOTES 


She gave him a golden lamp - KITT KAW fie Kby: 
The Maharsha explains that Rabbi Eliezer and Imma Shalom 
did not actually bribe the philosopher. They merely showed 
him items that would have been appropriate as bribes. They 
did not actually give him anything. 


HALAKHA 


Concluded the regular weekly discourse with Writings — 
w3 KTV "Pb: The Sages issued a decree prohibiting 

to read the books of the Writings on Shabbat during the 

time of a generally attended regular lecture in the study hall. 
This was intended to prevent absence from the study hall 

(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 23:19). 
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HALAKHA 


One may rescue the casing of a Torah 
scroll — 35p7 pn px: One may rescue 
the casing ‘of a Torah scroll and the casing of 
other sacred writings from a fire on Shabbat, 
along with the scroll encased therein. The 
casing of phylacteries may be rescued along 
with the phylacteries. Doing so is permitted 
even if there is money in the casing (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 23:28; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 334:15). 


One flays the Paschal lamb — nx pwan 
nda: If the fourteenth of Nissan occurs on 
Shabbat, the Paschal lamb is sacrificed just 
as it would be on a weekday. Consequently, 
the entire hide of the lamb is flayed in same 
manner as it is done on a weekday. The ha- 
lakha is in accordance with the majority opin- 
ion (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban 
Pesah 116). 
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And Shmuel said: Whether it is in the place of the study hall or it is 

not the place of the study hall, one may not read anywhere when it is 

during the hours of study in the study hall; but when it is not during 

the hours of study in the study hall, one may read. And Shmuel fol- 
lows his line of reasoning stated elsewhere, as in Neharde’a they would 

conclude their studies with Writings on Shabbat afternoon. 


Rav Ashi said: Actually, the dispute is as we stated initially, and Shmu- 
el said what he said in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Nehemya. 
As it was taught in a baraita: Although the Sages said with regard to 
sacred writings that they may not be read on Shabbat, one may study 
the midrash on them and teach them before the congregation; if one 
requires a verse that is written in the Writings, he brings a book and 
looks in it. Rabbi Nehemya said: Why did they say that sacred writ- 
ings are not read‘ on Shabbat? So that people will say: Sacred writings 
may not be read, all the more so that is the case with ordinary docu- 
ments, i.e., contracts and letters. If so, according to Rabbi Nehemya, 
reading any sacred writings on Shabbat is prohibited so that people will 
refrain from reading non-sacred documents on Shabbat. It was not 
prohibited to encourage attendance the study hall. Shmuel himself does 
not hold in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Nehemya. 


MI S HNA One may rescue the casing of a Torah scroll" 

from a fire on Shabbat together with the Torah 
scroll, and the casing of phylacteries along with the phylacteries, 
even if they have money inside them." And to where may one rescue 
them? Into an alley that is closed, which, if it is surrounded on three 


sides, is considered to be a private domain by Torah law. Ben Beteira 
says: Even into an open alley. 


G E M ARA mo the mishna, the Gemara cites that 


which the Sages taught in a baraita: If the four- 
teenth of Nissan occurs on Shabbat, and the Paschal lamb is offered 
but not roasted until Shabbat ends, one flays the Paschal lamb™ up to 
the breast to enable removal of the parts of the animal that are offered 
on the altar on Shabbat. One flays the rest of the animal after Shabbat. 
Further skinning is only to facilitate eating the animal, therefore, it does 
not override Shabbat; this is the statement of Rabbi Yishmael, son of 
Rabbi Yohanan ben Beroka. And the Rabbis say: One flays it in its 
entirety. The Gemara asks: Granted, according to the opinion of Rab- 
bi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yohanan ben Beroka, who said one may 
flay only part of the animal, the halakha is understandable. Since it has 
already been used for its divine purpose of having its blood sprinkled 
on the altar, the animal no longer should be flayed. But according to 
the Rabbis, what is the reason for their opinion? Rabba bar bar Hana 
said that Rabbi Yohanan said: The verse states, “All that the Lord has 
made is for His sake” (Proverbs 16:4), meaning that a prohibited action 
is only permitted ifits performance honors God. The Gemara asks: And 
here, what manifestation of for His sake is there in flaying the remain- 
ing hide from the Paschal lamb? Rav Yosef said: The Rabbis permitted 
removing the entire hide so that the sacrifice will not putrefy. Rava 
said: The Rabbis permitted removing the entire hide so that the sacred 
sacrifices will not be left in disgrace like a half-stripped animal carcass 
left unattended. 


NOTES 


Reading sacred writings — wip ‘anda mx: There were differ- 
ent customs in different communities for the period following the 
afternoon prayer on Shabbat. In some locations, the Talmud was not 
studied because Moses died at that hour of the day. When a Sage dies, 
regular yeshiva study is suspended in his honor. In other communities, 
only the recitation of tractate Avot was permitted. 


Even if they have money inside them - niyn pina ww by ary: The 
problem with money in this context is not the prohibition of moving 
objects that are set-aside. Rather, the concern is that, when rescuing 
the object on Shabbat, one might carry it to a prohibited domain or 
four cubits in the public domain (Ramban). 


One flays the Paschal lamb — nba nx powan: In Tosafot, the ques- 
tion is raised: Why did the Sages specifically choose the Paschal lamb as 
in the focus of this discussion? The same issue could have been raised 
with regard to all communal offerings on Shabbat. Several answers 
were proposed. First, Paschal lambs were so numerous that they cre- 
ated an impression that they were animal carcasses cast aside. Second, 
since the meat of the Paschal lamb was to be eaten, the Sages permit- 
ted flaying its hide. Another possible answer is that on the contrary: 
Even though the Paschal lamb is an individual offering sacrificed on 
Shabbat, the Sages permitted flaying it as they did with communal 
offerings. 
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The Gemara asks: What is the practical difference between them? 
The Gemara answers: There is a practical difference between 
them when the Paschal lamb is laid on a golden table. In this case, 
there is indeed a concern that the carcass will putrefy, although 
there is no element of disgrace. Alternatively, there is a practical 
difference on a day with a cold northern wind. In this case, there 
is no concern that it will putrefy but there is a concern of disgrac- 
ing the sacrifice. The Gemara asks: And what does Rabbi 
Yishamel, son of Rabbi Yohanan ben Beroka, do with the verse, 

“All that the Lord has made is for His sake”? The Gemara answers: 
He uses it to permit removing part of the hide, as if it was not for 
this verse, it would have been possible to remove the sacrificial 
parts offered on the altar before removing the hide by punctur- 
ing the hide of the animal and removing the fats through the 
opening. The Gemara asks: What is the reason that the Torah 
prohibited doing so? Rav Huna, son of Rav Natan, said: Because 
of the hairs, so that they do not become entangled in the sacrificial 
parts and distort them. 


Rav Hisda said that Mar Ukva said: How did the members of 
the group respond to Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yohanan 
ben Beroka? This is what they said to him: If one may save the 
casing of a Torah scroll along with the Torah scroll, why may 
one not strip the Paschal lamb of its skin? Here too, in the case 
of skinning the Paschal lamb, once part of the action is permitted 
one should be able to perform the entire act. The Gemara is sur- 
prised at this: Are they comparable? There, in rescuing the casing 
of the scroll, only moving is involved, which is prohibited by 
rabbinic law; whereas here, in the case of the Paschal lamb, the 
act of flaying is a prohibited labor by Torah law. Rav Ashi said: 
They are disagreeing with regard to two issues: They disagree 
with regard to moving the hide along with the flesh, and they 
disagree with regard to the labor of flaying the animal. And this 
is what they said to him: If one may rescue the casing of the 
Torah scroll along with the Torah scroll, will we not move the 
hide of the Paschal lamb together with the flesh" of the sacrifice? 
The sacrifice should be moved with its skin so it does not putrefy. 


The Gemara asks: Are they comparable? There, with regard to 

the Torah scroll, the casing is a base for a permitted object, i.e., 
the scroll itself, which may be moved on Shabbat; whereas here, 
with regard to the hide of the Paschal lamb, the skin is a base for 

a prohibited object," i.e., the flesh of the sacrifice, which may not 

be moved until nightfall because it may not be eaten until night. 
Rather, this is what they said to him: If one may save the casing 

of the Torah scroll along with the scroll, even if there is money 
inside it, why then may one not move the hide together with 

the flesh? The Gemara asks: Are they comparable? There, with 

regard to the Torah scroll, the casing becomes a base for a pro- 
hibited object and a permitted object; whereas here, with regard 

to the hide, it is entirely a base for a prohibited object. Rather, 
this is what they said to him: If one may bring a casing that has 

money inside it from outside in order to save a Torah scroll in 

it, why may one not move the hide together with the flesh? 


NOTES 

Hide together with the flesh — Wa 23% iy: The Ramban 
explains that this discussion is based on the assumption that 
the hide may be moved because it could be used as a cushion 
on Shabbat. However, the flesh may not be moved since it may 
be eaten only that night. Although our version of the text does 
not exactly correspond to this interpretation, it helps to explain 
the subsequent discussion in the Gemara. 


NOISEI 
Base for a prohibited object - tox aa) wpa: The Sages 
permitted moving the flesh of the Paschal lamb on Shabbat 
because deference to God supersedes the prohibition against 
moving it. Nevertheless, in principle, the flesh of the sacrifice 
is still considered to be a prohibited object vis-a-vis the hide 
which is its base (Rabbi Elazar Moshe Horovitz). 
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NOTES 
In accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 


Eliezer - wy 277 xan: Why did Rav Hisda in- 


erpret the mishna contrary to the accepted ruling, in 
accordance with the rejected opinion of Rabbi Eliezer? 
The commentaries explain that there are reasons that 
render difficult establishing the mishna in accordance 
with the opinion of ben Beteira, who permitted carrying 
he Torah scroll casings even in an open alley. Therefore, 


dance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, even though 
hat is not the halakha (Rashba; Tosafot). 


Let us rescue food and drinks by carrying them 
there - ppwim paix iaimh boys: Why did Rabba ignore 
he question that he himself raised (see Tosafot)? The 


ing to Rabbi Yehuda, two partitions alone do not create 
a full-fledged private domain because it remains similar 
o a public domain. Consequently, it is not permitted to 
rescue everything into that area (see Rashba). 


BACKGROUND 
A beam and posts - ona Mp: Pictured is an alleyway 
that has sideposts on either side of the entrance. These 
are two protrusions that serve as a symbolic partition. 
The picture also shows a crossbeam over the entrance 
to the alleyway. 


Alleyway with two sideposts and a crossbeam 
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he Sages were forced to establish the mishna in accor- 


Ramban answers that Rabba explains that even accord- 
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The Gemara asks: And from where do we derive this halakha itself? 
As it is not stated in the mishna, from where do we derive that it is 
permitted on Shabbat to bring a casing containing money from the 
outside in order to save a Torah scroll? If you say that from the fact 
that in a situation where the casing has money in it one does not 
throw it away but brings it out with the casing, when the casing is 
outside and has money in it, one may also bring the money along 
with it; is it comparable? There, with regard to the Torah scroll’s 
casing with money inside, if one tarries in order to empty the money 
from the case, in the meantime the fire might catch the Torah scroll 
and burn it; whereas here, with regard to bringing in the casing, in 
the meantime he could have thrown it away. Rather, Mar bar Rav 
Ashi said: Actually, it is as we said initially. The Sages equated car- 
rying the Torah casing with flaying the hide of the Paschal lamb. And 
as for what was difficult for you, that here, with regard to the Torah 
casing, moving alone is involved, whereas here, with regard to a 
Paschal lamb, a prohibited labor is involved, it can be explained as 
referring to a case where one does not need the hide of the Paschal 
lamb. Therefore, he is exempt. 


The Gemara asks: But Abaye and Rava both said: Rabbi Shimon 
concedes in cases categorized as cut off its head and will it not die, 
i.e. an action with an inevitable consequence. When an action has an 
inevitable consequence, even Rabbi Shimon, who normally exempts 
a person for performing an action with an unintended consequence, 
maintains the one is liable. Rather, we must say that one flays it strip 
by strip, and thereby he does not benefit from the hide. It therefore 
does not constitute the prohibited labor of stripping the hide. 


We learned in the mishna: And to where may one rescue them? Into 

an alley that is closed, which, if it is surrounded on three sides, is 

considered to be a private domain by Torah law. Ben Beteira says: 

Even into an open alley. The Gemara asks: What are the circum- 
stances of an alley that is open, and what are the circumstances of 
an alley that is not open? Rav Hisda said: An alley that has three 

walls and two posts at its entrance is an alley that is not open; one 

that has three walls and one post is an alley that is open. And they 
both, the first tanna and ben Beteira, disagree in the mishna in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, as we learned in a 

mishna: For preparation of an alley to permit carrying within it on 

Shabbat, Beit Shammai say the alley must have a post on the side of 
the entrance and a beam over the entrance. And Beit Hillel say: Ei- 
ther a post or a beam™ is sufficient. Rabbi Eliezer says: In order to 

permit carrying, two posts are required. 


Rabba said to him: Did you call an alley that has three walls and one 

post open? Even if Rabbi Eliezer does not permit carrying there, it is 

still not considered to be open but closed. And furthermore, accord- 
ing to the Rabbis, if this is so, let us rescue food and drinks by car- 
rying them there" as well. Since the Sages only permitted carrying in 

an alley that is not open, and because, according to all opinions, it is 

permitted to carry in a closed alley, one should also be allowed to save 

food and water, and not only a Torah scroll, by carrying them there. 
Rather, Rabba said: An alley that has two walls and two posts at both 

entrances to the alley is an alley that is not open. Ifit has two walls 

and one post, it is an alley that is open. 


Preparation of an alley...either a post or a beam - ...i2 Wa 
MUP its md ine: It is permitted to carry inside an alleyway surround- 
ed by three walls with the fourth side open, provided one places 
a sidepost at its entrance or a crossbeam above the entrance to 


HALAKHA 
the alleyway, in accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel. A post 
is defined as any object of any width that is at least ten large 
handbreadths high (Rabbi Akiva Eiger; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 17:2; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 363:3, 14). 
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And both of them hold in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda. As it was taught in a baraita: Furthermore," Rabbi Yehuda 
said: One who has two houses opposite each other on two sides of 
the public domain, if he chooses, he may create a private domain for 
himself in the area of the public domain. He may place a ten-hand- 
breadth high post from here, perpendicular to the public domain. 
This creates a symbolic wall which, in the halakhot of alleyways, has 
the legal status of a wall. And he may place an additional post from 
here, on the other side, and that has the same legal status as ifhe closed 
the public domain on all ofits sides. Or, he can implement a different 
solution appropriate for alleyways by placing a beam extending from 
here, from one end of one house, to the end of the house opposite it. 
This creates a symbolic partition across the width of the street. And 
he may place a beam extending from here, from the other side of the 
house. According to Rabbi Yehuda, in that way, one is permitted to 
carry objects and place them in the area between the symbolic parti- 
tions, as he would in a private domain. The Rabbis said to him: One 
may not establish an eiruv in the public domain in that way. 


Abaye said to Rabba: According to your opinion too, according to 
the opinion of the Rabbis cited in the mishna who agree with Rabbi 
Yehuda and permit carrying in an alley that is closed, let us also save 
food and drinks by carrying them there. 


Rather, Rav Ashi said: The Sages in the mishna disagree with regard 
to the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer: Three walls and one post is an alley 
that is closed; three walls without a post at all is an open alley. And 
even according to Rabbi Eliezer, who said we need two posts, one 
post being insufficient, those words were stated to permit one to 
move food and drinks, but for the purpose of moving a Torah 
scroll," one post is sufficient. 


MI S HNA One may rescue food for three meals" from 


a fire on Shabbat. One may rescue food that is 
suitable for a person for a person; and one may rescue food that is 
suitable for an animal for an animal. How so? If a fire ignited on 
Friday night before the Shabbat evening meal, one may rescue food 
for three meals. If a fire ignited in the morning, after the Shabbat 
evening meal has been eaten and before the meal of Shabbat day, one 
may only rescue food for two meals. If a fire ignited in the afternoon, 
one may rescue food for one meal. Rabbi Yosei says: One may al- 
ways rescue food for three meals, which is the measure that the Sages 
permitted without distinguishing between the times of day. 


G E M ARA The Gemara asks: Now, since one is exerting 


himself to move permitted objects, let us 
rescue more. Why was he allowed to rescue food for only three meals? 
Rava said: Since a person is agitated about his property, if you 
permit him to move more, he will come to extinguish the fire. Abaye 
said to him: Rather, that which was taught in a baraita: If one’s bar- 
rel broke atop one’s roof on Shabbat, he may bring a vessel and 
place it under the barrel to salvage its contents, and this is permitted 
provided that he does not bring another vessel and place it on the 
ground to catch the liquid that flows out of the barrel. Similarly, one 
may not bring another vessel and attach the vessel next to the roof 
so that the liquid from the barrel will pour into it. There, what decree 
applies to prohibit saving it in any other way? Rava said to him: Here, 
too, it is a decree issued due to the concern lest one bring the addi- 
tional vessel through the public domain, which is prohibited. 


NOTES 


Furthermore — by 3: In the same baraita, Rabbi 
Yehuda speaks of a case in which there are two 
houses on opposite sides of the public domain, and 
their upper floors extend over the public domain and 
connect, rendering the area beneath them a private 
domain. Rabbi Yehuda then adds that even in a case 
where there are no building extensions overhead, the 
addition of a post and a beam can also transform that 
area into a private domain. Rabbi Yehuda’s rationale is 
that by Torah law an area becomes a private domain 
with only two walls, and the post and beam are only 
placed there as a conspicuous indication that the 
area is indeed a private domain (Rashi). 


HALAKHA 


Three walls and a single post...but for a Torah 
scroll, etc. — min 19D) bay.. ond nena why 
"131: On Shabbat, one may rescue from a fire sacred 
writings that are written in ancient Hebrew in Assyr- 
ian script by taking them into an alley that is enclosed 
on three sides with walls and has a sidepost. This 
rule applies even if no merging of alleyways was 
established, in accordance with the opinion of Rav 
Ashi (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 17:2, 
23:26; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 334:17, 363:1, 3, 14). 


One may rescue food for three meals — jina pox 
nimyo wow: One may rescue sufficient food from a 
fire for the meals that one must eat on Shabbat, At 
night, prior to the first meal, one may rescue enough 
food for three meals. In the morning, one may res- 
cue enough for two meals. In the afternoon, one 
may rescue only enough for one meal. This applies 
to the people whose house is on fire. Those who 
live nearby may rescue whatever they want from 
their homes, if they are concerned that the fire will 
spread to their houses (Josafot; Rosh; Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 23:21; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 334:1). 


NOTES 
Food that is suitable for an animal for an animal - 
mana mana ANYI: Although an animal is not obli- 
gated to eat three meals on Shabbat, since the Sages 
declared that one may not eat until he has fed his 
animals, one should prepare food for three meals for 
his animals as well (Tiferet Yisrael). 
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HALAKHA 


Ifa barrel on top of one’s roof breaks. . if guests happen 
to come to him — prvi i pana... wera ran D yaw: 

When a barrel a on one’s roof, it is permitted to bring 
a vessel, even if it is very large (Mishna Berura), and place 
it beneath the broken barrel to catch the contents pour- 
ing out; attaching it to the broken barrel is prohibited. If 
guests arrive, it is permitted to catch the liquid even by 
attaching a vessel to the broken barrel. However, one 
may not employ artifice and invite guests for this pur- 
pose. This ruling is in accordance with the unattributed 
mishna. If one caught the liquid in a prohibited fashion 
and afterward invited guests, it is permitted to drink it. Ac- 
cording to the Rambam, it is permitted to employ artifice 
in this case, even ab initio (Magen Avraham; Rambam 

Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 22:16; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 335:2-3). 


It and its offspring that fell into a pit - bow {aa TNT ini 
aia: Ifa mother animal and its offspring fell into the same 
pit on a Festival, one may raise one of them in order to 
slaughter it, and then employ artifice to raise the second 
one, using an excuse for preferring the second animal, e.g., 
it is fatter (Mishna Berura). Then, he may slaughter either 
animal. The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehoshua in his dispute with Rabbi Eliezer (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Yom Tov 2:4; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 498:10). 


Rescuing types of bread - n5 27 nhn: One who res- 
cued coarse bread from a fire on Shabbat may return to 
the house to rescue fine bread. However, if one rescued 
fine bread, it is prohibited to return to the fire to rescue 
coarse bread (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
23:25; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 334:3). 


Rescuing for the purpose of another day - sd noya 
any OY: One may rescue food from a fire on Yom Kippur 
that occurs on Friday for the purpose of eating it on Shab- 
bat. On Shabbat, it is prohibited to save food from a fire to 
eat it on Yom Kippur, a Festival, or the following Shabbat. 
On Yom Kippur, one may rescue sufficient food for a single 
meal, to be eaten at night after Yom Kippur (Jerusalem 
Talmud; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 23:25; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 334:4). 


One forgot bread in the oven and the day of Shabbat 
was sanctified - Di7 voy wp ana na maw: If one 
orgot bread in an oven and Shabbat began, it is permitted 
o remove enough bread for the three meals of Shabbat, 
provided that this bread is the only food that he has on 
Shabbat. One may invite others who have no other food 
o eat, to come and remove bread from the oven accord- 
ing to their needs. However, one must remove the bread 
in an atypical manner, e.g., with a knife. If it is impossible 
o do so atypically, one may remove it in the typical man- 
ner (Ran; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 22:1; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 254:5). 


NOTES 

It and its offspring — i3 nx) ini: Although in the Torah, 
the prohibition of “it and its offspring” (Leviticus 22:28) is 
phrased with masculine pronouns, most of the Sages rule 
that the essential prohibition refers to a mother animal 
and its offspring. Other authorities extend the prohibition 
to a father animal and its offspring, in cases where the 
paternity of the animal is clear. In terms of the prohibition, 
itis irrelevant whether the mother animal or the offspring 
is slaughtered first. 


LANGUAGE 

Coarse bread [hadra‘a] — m1: The origin of this word 
is not entirely clear. Some commentaries suggest that it 
originates in Hebrew and an antonym of hadar, beauty 
(Rashi). Other authorities assert that it is from deiraon, dis- 
grace (Rashash). Some linguists have found a similar root 
in the Aramaic hadra‘a, meaning bran bread. According 
to the Arukh, the origin of the word is perhaps the Latin 
hordeum, meaning barley or buckwheat. 
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Apropos this baraita, the Gemara discusses the matter itself: If 
one’s barrel broke atop one’s roof on Shabbat, he may bring a 
vessel and place it under the barrel to salvage its contents, and this 
is permitted provided that he does not bring another vessel and 
place it on the ground to catch the liquid, another vessel and attach 
the vessel next to the roof. If guests happen to come to him" and 
he needs more to drink, he may bring another vessel and catch the 
liquid, and he may bring another vessel and attach it. And one may 
not catch the liquid and then invite guests; rather, one must first 
invite guests, and afterward catch the liquid. Until he invites guests, 
there is no need for the beverage, and he will be catching the liquid 
in a prohibited manner. And one may not employ artifice in this 
by inviting guests expressly for the purpose of rescuing his wine. In 
the name of Rabbi Yosei bar Yehuda, they said: One may even 
employ artifice. 


The Gemara suggests: Let us say that Rabbi Yosei bar Yehuda and 

the Rabbis disagree in the dispute between Rabbi Eliezer and 

Rabbi Yehoshua, as it was taught in a baraita: With regard to it and 

its offspring" that fell into a pit" on a Festival, Rabbi Eliezer says: 

One may raise the first in order to slaughter it, and then slaughter 

it; and with regard to the second one, one may provide it suste- 
nance in its place in the pit so that it will not die. Rabbi Yehoshua 

says: One may raise the first in order to slaughter it, and then 

reconsider and not slaughter it, and one may employ artifice and 

say that he reconsidered and wants to slaughter the other, and raise 

the second. Ifhe so desires, he slaughters this one; ifhe so desires, 
he slaughters that one. 


The Gemara rejects this: From what does that conclusion ensue? 
Perhaps Rabbi Eliezer only stated that he may not raise the second 
animal there, in a case where it is possible to save the animal by 
feeding it in the pit; however, here, in the case of the barrel, where 
it is impossible to save it by feeding it in the pit, no, he would 
permit doing so. Perhaps even he agrees that it is permitted to em- 
ploy artifice in this case. And similarly, perhaps Rabbi Yehoshua 
only said there that one may employ artifice because there is an 
issue of the suffering of living beings, but here, where there is no 
issue of the suffering of living beings, perhaps he did not permit 
employing artifice. 


The Sages taught in the Tosefta: If one rescued sufficient fine bread 
for his needs, he may not then rescue coarse bread [hadra’a],' 
bread made from flour and bran. However, if one rescued coarse 
bread, he may then rescue fine bread." And one may rescue bread 
on Yom Kippur for the purpose of Shabbat; however, one may not 
rescue bread on Shabbat for the purpose of Yom Kippur. And, 
needless to say, one may not rescue bread on Shabbat for the 
purpose of a Festival, and one may not rescue bread on Shabbat 
for the purpose of the next Shabbat." 


And the Sages taught: If one forgot bread in the oven and did not 
remove it until the day of Shabbat was sanctified," he may rescue 
enough food for three meals from the oven. And, one may say to 
others: Come and rescue bread for yourselves. And when one 
removes the bread from the oven, he may not remove it in the 
usual manner with a baker’s paddle, but he removes it in an un- 
usual manner, e.g., with a knife. The Gemara asks: Is that so? Didnt 
the school of Rabbi Yishmael teach that it is stated: “And the 
seventh day is Shabbat for the Lord, your God, you shall not per- 
form any labor” (Exodus 20:10), and the emphasis on the word 
labor excludes blowing the shofar and removing bread, which is 
a skill and not a labor, and which therefore is not prohibited on 
Shabbat. If by Torah law removing bread on Shabbat is permitted, 
why may one not remove it in the usual manner? The Gemara an- 
swers: Nevertheless, as much as it is possible to alter the manner 
in which one removes bread from the oven one alters, to emphasize 


that the day is Shabbat. 
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Rav Hisda said: A person should always rise early on Friday 
in order to prepare all of the expenditures for Shabbat," as 
it is written with regard to the collection of the manna: “And 
it shall be on the sixth day," and they will prepare that 
which they have brought” (Exodus 16:5), indicating that the 
children of Israel would begin preparing the food for Shabbat 
immediately upon collecting the manna in the morning. Ap- 
ropos manna, the Gemara mentions other matters derived 
from it. Rabbi Abba said: On Shabbat a person is obligated 
to break bread" in his meal over two loaves of bread, as it is 
written: “And it happened on the sixth day, they collected 
double the bread, two omer for each one” (Exodus 16:22). 


Rav Ashi said: I saw that Rav Kahana took two loaves in his 

hand and broke one, not both at once. He said in explanation 

that it is written: “They collected double the bread,” meaning 
that one collects and holds two loaves together, but need not 
break both. Rabbi Zeira would break off a piece that would 

suffice for his entire meal." Ravina said to Rav Ashi: 

Doesn't that appear like gluttony? Rav Ashi said to him: 
Since on every other day he does not do this and now he is 

doing so, it does not appear like gluttony. Rabbi Ami and 

Rabbi Asi, when the bread from the eiruv would happen to 

become available to them, they would begin and recite the 

blessing over it." They said in explanation: Since one mitz- 
va was performed with it, let an additional mitzva be per- 
formed with it. 


We learned in the mishna that one may rescue food for three 
meals on Shabbat. How so? If a fire ignited before the meal 
on Shabbat evening, one rescues food for three meals; if a fire 
ignited Shabbat morning, he rescues food for two meals; ifa 
fire ignited in the afternoon, he rescues food for one meal. 
With regard to meals on Shabbat, the Sages taught in a barai- 
ta: How many meals is a person obligated to eat on 
Shabbat?" Three. Rabbi Hidka says: Four. Rabbi Yohanan 
said: And both of them derived their opinions from one 
verse: “And Moses said: Eat it today, for today is Shabbat 
for God, today you will not find it in the field” (Exodus 
16:25). Rabbi Hidka holds: These three mentions of the 
word today allude to the number of meals on Shabbat besides 
the evening meal, as Moses spoke on Shabbat morning. And 
the Rabbis hold that these three mentions include the eve- 
ning meal. We learned in the mishna: If a fire ignited on 
Shabbat evening, 


HALAKHA 


A person should always rise early to prepare all of the ex- 
penditures for Shabbat - naw meyinb ons maw? odiyd: One 
should rise early on Friday morning to prepare what is needed 
for Shabbat. Even if one has servants, it is preferable that he 
honor Shabbat by participating in the preparations (Shu/han 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 250:1). 


A person is obligated to break bread, etc. - visa DIK In 

"131: During the Shabbat meal, one recites the blessing while 
holding two loaves of bread and then breaks one of them. This 
practice is in accordance with the custom of Rabbi Kahana 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 30:9; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 2741, 289:1). 


He would break off a piece that would suffice for his entire 
meal - mmv TTX y¥a: Atthe Shabbat meal, it is a mitzva 
to break off a slice of bread sufficient for one’s entire meal. 


According to Rabbi Zeira, this is a display of affection for the 
Shabbat meal (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 274:2). 


When the bread from the e/ruv would happen to become 
available to them, they would begin and recite the bless- 
ing over it - myy ny xayat mar amd pop a: Bread that 
was used to make the joining of the courtyards for Shabbat 
should be eaten at the Shabbat morning meal, as per the 
custom of Rabbi Ami and Rabbi Asi (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 394:2 and in the comment of the Rema). 


How many meals is a person obligated to eat on Shab- 
bat - nawa Diag ot an ninyo maa: One is obligated 
to eat three meals on Shabbat. One should make certain 
to eat the third meal, even if doing so requires extra effort 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 30:9; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 291:1). 


NOTES 

And it shall be on the sixth day — ww oia mm: With the 
statement, “And it shall be,” the Torah indicates that the people 
should begin preparations, “they will prepare” (Exodus 16:5), im- 
mediately when the day begins. An alternative interpretation 
is that since they did not collect the manna at night, the Torah 
teaches that preparations began with its collection in the early 
hours of the morning (Ritva). 


He would break off a piece that would suffice for his entire 
meal - mmv Khay y¥a: Some commentaries explain that 
Rabbi Zeira would break all of the loaves that he prepared for 
the meal (Rashba). 


When the bread from the eiruv would happen to become 
available to them, they would begin and recite the blessing 
over it — Amboy nw warvyt KADI amd yop rp: Some com- 
mentaries explain that Rabbi Ami and Rabbi Asi would do so 
specifically with the bread of the joining of cooked food [eiruv 
tavshilin] (geonim). 
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NOTES 


One who has sufficient food for two meals may not 
take food from the charity plate — ‘mw it b wy m 
Ama pa Siw» x nity: The Sages ruled that one may 
not receive assistance from charity unless he is truly in 
need. Although they stated that it is appropriate for one 
who needs help to avail himself of that help rather than 
suffer, it remains preferable to avoid receiving charity. Con- 
sequently, the Sages set different criteria for eligibility to 
receive charity, and it was incumbent upon the poor to 
take no more than the measure for which he is eligible. 


HALAKHA 

Who is fit to receive charity - apy bap HKT: A poor 
person who has enough food for two meals may not take 
from the charity plate from which food is distributed to 
the needy. In addition, one who has food to last a week, 
i.e., fourteen meals, may not take money from the charity 
fund (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Mattenot Aniyyim 9:13; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 253:1). 


Make your Shabbat like a weekday — bin qnav nwy: 
A person who is especially needy and has no collateral 
to enable him to take a loan to cover Shabbat expenses 
should make his Shabbat like a weekday and not be be- 
holden to other beings. According to Rabbi Akiva, it is pref- 
erable for a person to refrain from honoring Shabbat with 
food and drink than to receive charity. Nevertheless, one 
who has available means must make every effort he can to 
honor Shabbat (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
30:7; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 253:1, Orah Hayyim 242). 
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one rescues food for three meals. What, is this not referring to 
a situation where he has not yet eaten any meals? Apparently, one 
is obligated to eat only three meals on Shabbat. The Gemara re- 
jects this: No, it is referring to a situation where one already ate 
one meal. Three meals still remain, in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Hidka, who requires four meals. The Gemara challenges 
this from the continuation of the mishna: If a fire ignited in the 
morning, one may only rescue food for two meals. What, is it 
not referring to a situation where one has not yet eaten one’s 
morning meal and the obligation is to eat only three meals, one at 
night and two during the day? The Gemara rejects this: No, it is 
referring to a situation where one has already eaten the morning 
meal. The Gemara challenges this from the continuation of the 
mishna: If a fire ignited in the afternoon, one may rescue food 
for one meal. 


What, is it not referring to a situation where one has not yet 
eaten the afternoon meal and the obligation is to eat only three 
meals? The Gemara rejects this: No, it is referring to a situation 
where one has already eaten. The Gemara challenges this: From 
the fact that it is taught in the latter clause of the mishna: Rabbi 
Yosei says: One may always rescue food for three meals, by 
inference, even the first tanna holds that the obligation is to eat 
three meals, as there is no dispute with regard to the number of 
meals on Shabbat. Rather, it is clear that the mishna is not in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Hidka. According to the 
tanna’im in the mishna, one is obligated to eat three meals on 
Shabbat. 


And that which we learned in another mishna: One who has 
sufficient food for two meals in his possession may not take food 
from the charity plate" that is distributed to the poor. He is not 
considered needy and would be taking food at the expense of 
people who are worse off than he. And one who has food for 
fourteen meals, enough meals for an entire week, may not take 
money from the charity fund." The Gemara asks: In accordance 
with whose opinion is this mishna? Apparently, it is neither in 
accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis nor in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Hidka. If it were in accordance with 
the opinion of the Rabbis, they maintain that they are fifteen 
meals that are eaten in a week, two each day, evening and morning, 
and three on Shabbat. If it were in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Hidka, they are sixteen meals that are eaten in a week, 
twelve during the six days of the week and four on Shabbat. The 
Gemara rejects this: Actually, the mishna is in accordance with 
the opinion of the Rabbis, but we say to him: That which you 
want to eat at the conclusion of Shabbat, Saturday night, eat it 
as the third meal on Shabbat. 


The Gemara asks: Let us say that this mishna is in accordance 
with the opinion of the Rabbis and not in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Hidka. The Gemara rejects that approach: Even 
if you say that it is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Hidka, 
the mishna can be understood, as we can say to him: That which 
you want to eat on Shabbat eve, Friday afternoon, eat at night 
on Shabbat instead. The Gemara asks: And do we have a person 
sit and fast all day on Shabbat eve? According to this suggestion, 
he would not eat at all on Friday. Rather, we must say: In accor- 
dance with whose opinion is this mishna? It is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, who said: Make your Shabbat like 
a weekday" and do not be beholden to other beings. It is prefer- 
able to eat two meals on Shabbat as he does during the week ifhe 
can thereby avoid taking charity. 
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And that which we learned in another mishna: One gives no less char- 
ity to a poor person who is traveling from place to place" than a loaf 
worth a pundeyon,™™ one forty-eighth of a sela, when the standard price 
of grain is four se’a for a sela. If he sleeps there, one gives him money 
for sleeping; and if he spends Shabbat in that city, one gives him food 
for three meals. Let us say that is in accordance with the opinion of the 
Rabbis and not the opinion of Rabbi Hidka. The Gemara rejects this: 
Actually, it is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Hidka. When it 
says that if the poor traveler spends Shabbat there one gives him food for 
three meals, it is referring to a case where there is one meal that he 
brought with him, for we say to him: This meal that you have with you, 
eat it. The Gemara is surprised at this: And when he goes, does he go 
empty-handed, with no food. The Gemara answers: We provide him a 
meal to accompany him when he leaves. The Gemara asks: What is the 
meaning of money for sleeping? Rav Pappa said: It means that one 
provides his sleeping needs, i.e., a bed and cushions. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: With regard to bowls from which one ate 
in the evening on Shabbat, he may rinse them in order to eat from them 
in the morning. Bowls from which one ate in the morning, he may rinse 
them to eat from them in the afternoon. Bowls from which one ate in 
the afternoon, he may rinse them to eat from them in the afternoon. 
However, from the afternoon onward, one may no longer rinse them 
because there is no further need for these bowls on Shabbat, and it is 
prohibited to make preparations on Shabbat for a weekday. However, 
with regard to cups, and ladles, and flasks, which are vessels used for 
drinking, one rinses them" all day long because there is no fixed time 
for drinking, and one does not know when he will drink again. 


Rabbi Shimon ben Pazi said that Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said in the 
name of bar Kappara: Anyone who fulfills the obligation to eat three 
meals on Shabbat is rescued from three punishments: From the pangs 
of the Messiah, i.e., the suffering that precedes the advent of Messiah, and 
from the judgment of Gehenna, and from the war of Gog and Magog. 
The Gemara derives that one is rescued from the pangs of Messiah by 
means of a verbal analogy. It is written here, with regard to Shabbat, day: 
“Eat it today” (Exodus 16:25). And it is written there, with regard to Mes- 
siah, day: “Behold, I am sending you Elijah the prophet before the 
coming of the great and awesome day of God” (Malachi 3:23). The Ge- 
mara derives that one is rescued from the judgment of Gehenna by 
means of a verbal analogy. It is written here, with regard to Shabbat, day, 
as cited above. And it is written there, day: “That day will be a day of 
wrath, a day of trouble and distress, a day of destruction and desolation, 
a day of darkness and blackness, a day of cloud and thick fog” (Zephaniah 
1:15), which is interpreted as referring to the punishment of Gehenna. The 
Gemara derives that one is rescued from the war of Gog and Magog by 
means of a verbal analogy. It is written here, with regard to Shabbat, day. 
And it is written there, with regard to the War of Gog and Magog, day: 
“And it shall be on that day, on the day that Gog arrives on the land of 
Israel” (Ezekiel 38:18). 


Rabbi Yohanan said in the name of Rabbi Yosei: With regard to anyone 
who delights in the Shabbat, God gives him a boundless portion," i.e., 
a very large reward, as it is stated: “If you keep your feet from violating 
Shabbat, from pursuing your affairs on My holy day, and you call Shabbat 
a delight, the Lord’s holy day honored, and you honor it by not going your 
own way, or attending to your own matters or speaking idle words. Then 
you shall delight in the Lord and I will cause you to ride on the heights 
of the world, and to feast 


NOTES 


A loaf worth a pundeyon — "1723 323: It is explained in tractate 
Firuvin that this refers to a loaf that was purchased from the store- 
keeper for a pundeyon. The profits of the baker and storeowner 
are factored into the price of the bread. Consequently, this loaf is 


actually only a quarter of a kav. 


A boundless portion - D% a mmx: The reward of a boundless 
portion is one that is measure for measure. Since one delights in 


Shabbat without limiting his expenditures, one is rewarded with 
a portion that is limitless (Beit Yosef). The Gemara proceeds to cite 
the verse from Isaiah, which speaks of one who delights in Shabbat 
as being rewarded with the portion of Jacob. Some commentaries 
explain that the portion of Abraham was shared with the descen- 
dants of Ishmael and Lot, and part of Isaac's portion was given to 
Esau. However, the portion of Jacob was complete, not shared with 
others, and therefore boundless (Maharsha; /mrei Emet). 


HALAKHA 

A poor person who is traveling from place to 
place - nipa} nipan vaiyat wv: One is obligated to 
provide a poor person who is traveling with a loaf 
of bread that costs at least a pundeyon, when the 
cost of grain is four sea of wheat per sela. If the poor 
person stays overnight locally, one must provide him 
with bedding and a cushion. If the poor person is 
known in the community, he is provided with sup- 
port commensurate with his standard of living prior 
to becoming impoverished (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, 
Hilkhot Mattenot Aniyyim 7:8; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 250:4). 


Rinsing dishes on Shabbat - nawa ob DTN: Itis 
only permitted to wash dishes on Shabbat for use on 
Shabbat. Therefore, the dishes used for the third and 
final meal of Shabbat may not be washed on Shab- 
bat. Vessels used for drinking may be washed all day 
long because there are no fixed times for drinking 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 323:6). 


BACKGROUND 
A loaf worth a pundeyon - ji 123: According to 
the conclusion in the Gemara, the volume of this loaf 
of bread is between two-thirds and one £ of bread, 
which is sufficient for two meals. 


Pundeyon from the time of the Talmud 


LANGUAGE 
Pundeyon — 311319: From the Latin dupondium, 
which means the sum of two pence. The pundeyon 
is a coin worth two issar. There are twelve pundeyon 
in a dinar or zuz, and forty-eight pundeyon in a sela. 
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HALAKHA 


Delighting in Shabbat - naw 33%: It is appropriate 
that one delight in and honor Shabbat. One should 
cook special food in deference to Shabbat, even if 


other people do not consider that dish to be impor- 


tant (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 307; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 242). 


NOTES 
Idolatry as in the generation of Enosh - 7% niay 


wiag Tit: The generation of Enosh was the first gen- 


eration that believed that praying to intermediaries 
between man and God was effective (Rambam Sefer 
HaMadda, Hilkhot Avoda Zara). 
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on the inheritance of Jacob your father, as the mouth of God has 

spoken” (Isaiah 58:13-14). The reward for delighting in Shabbat is 

specifically the portion of Jacob. Not that of Abraham, about whom 

it is written, “Rise, walk through the land through its length and its 

width because I have given it to you” (Genesis 13:17), i.e., only this 

land alone in its borders. And not that of Isaac, about whom it is 

written, “Dwell in this land and I will be with you and I will bless you 

because I will give all of these lands to you and your offspring” 
(Genesis 26:3), meaning these lands and no others. Rather, that of 
Jacob, about whom it is written, “And your offspring will be like the 

dust of the earth, and you will spread out to the west and to the east 

and to the north and to the south, and all of the families of the land 

will be blessed through you and your offspring” (Genesis 28:14). 
There are no boundaries for Jacob’s portion. 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: One who delights in Shabbat" is 
rescued from the oppression of exile. He derives it by means of a 
verbal analogy. It is written here, with regard to Shabbat: “And I will 
cause you to ride on the heights [bamotei] of the world” (Isaiah 
58:14), and it is written there: “You are fortunate Israel, who is like 
you? A nation redeemed by God, the shield that aids you and the 
sword of your triumph. Your enemies will try to defeat you and you 
will trample their high places [bamoteimo]” (Deuteronomy 33:29). 
Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: With regard to anyone who delights 
in the Shabbat, God grants him his heart’s desires, as it is stated: 
“And you shall delight in God and He will grant you your heart’s 
desires” (Psalms 37:4). This delight in God, which is mentioned in 
the verse, I do not know what it is. When it says: “And you shall call 
the Shabbat delight,” one must say: It is the delight of Shabbat. The 
Gemara asks: With what does one delight in the day of Shabbat? Rav 
Yehuda, son of Rav Shmuel bar Sheilat, said in the name of Rav: 
With a dish of beets, and large fish, and heads of garlic. Rav Hiyya 
bar Ashi said that Rav said: Even with regard to a small item and 
one prepared it in deference to Shabbat, it is a delight. The Ge- 
mara asks: What is the small item mentioned? Rav Pappa said: Small 
fried fish. 


Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba said that Rabbi Yohanan said: With regard 
to anyone who observes Shabbat in accordance with its halakhot, 
even if he worships idolatry as in the generation of Enosh," God 
forgives him his sins, as it is stated: “Fortunate is the man [enosh] 
who does this and the person who holds strong to it, one who guards 
the Shabbat from desecrating it [mehallelo], and guards his hand 
from doing any evil” (Isaiah 56:2). Do not read it as: From desecrat- 
ing it [mehallelo], but rather: He is forgiven [mahul lo]. With regard 
to the generation of Enosh it is written: “And to Seth, to him also there 
was born a son; and he called his name Enosh. Then they began 
[huhal] to call upon the Name of God” (Genesis 4:26), meaning to 
desecrate [lehallel] His name. 


Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: Had the Jewish people properly 
observed the first Shabbat that was commanded them, no nation or 

tongue would have ever ruled them, as it is stated: “And it hap- 
pened on the seventh day, some people went out from the nation 

to collect and they did not find” (Exodus 16:27). And it is written 

after they went out to collect manna: “And Amalek came and fought 

with Israel in Refidim” (Exodus 17:8). Rabbi Yohanan said in the 

name of Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai: If only the Jewish people would 

keep two Shabbatot in accordance with their halakhot, they would 

be immediately redeemed, as it is stated: “So said God to the eu- 
nuchs who will keep My Shabbatot” (Isaiah 56:4), and it is written 

after that: “And I will bring them to My holy mountain and will let 

them rejoice in My house of prayer” (Isaiah 56:7). 
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Rabbi Yosei said: May my portion be among those who eat 
three meals on Shabbat. Apropos this statement of Rabbi 
Yosei, the Gemara cites additional declarations. Rabbi Yosei 
said: May my portion be among those who complete hallel 
every day. The Gemara is surprised at this: Is that so? Didn’t 
the Master say: One who reads hallel every day" is tanta- 
mount to one who curses and blasphemes God. He displays 
contempt for hallel by not reserving it for days on which mir- 
acles occurred. The Gemara answers: When we say this state- 
ment of Rabbi Yosei, we are referring to the verses of praise 
[pesukei dezimra]," recited during the morning service, not 
to hallel (Psalms 113-118) recited on special days. 


And furthermore, Rabbi Yosei said: May my portion be 
among those who pray the morning and afternoon prayers 
with the reddening of the sun, i.e., the morning prayer at 
sunrise and the afternoon prayer adjacent to nightfall. Rabbi 
Hiyya bar Abba said that Rabbi Yohanan said: It is a mitzva 
to pray with the reddening of the sun." Rabbi Zeira said: 
What verse alludes to this? “They will fear You with the sun 
and before the moon, generation upon generation” (Psalms 
72:5). Fear of God, prayer, should be with the sun and before 
the moon. 


And Rabbi Yosei said: May my portion be among those who 

die from intestinal disease, as the Master said: Most righ- 
teous people die of intestinal disease. It is a very harsh dis- 
ease through which the sins of righteous people are cleansed 
before their death and also, as a result, they die with a clean 
body. And Rabbi Yosei said: May my portion be among 
those who die on the path to perform a mitzva. And Rabbi 
Yosei said: May my portion be among those who accept 
Shabbat in Tiberias," which is in a valley where day turns to 
evening earlier, and among those who see Shabbat out in 
Tzippori, which is located on a mountain top where the sun 
is visible for longer, and Shabbat ends later. And Rabbi Yosei 
said: May my portion be among those who seat others in 
the study hall, i.e., who cause others to come sit and study, 
and not among those who cause others to stand in the study 
hall, i.e., who announce that it is time to leave the study hall 
and go to eat. 


And Rabbi Yosei said: May my portion be among the col- 
lectors of charity and not the distributors of charity. One 
who collects charity collects fixed amounts, whereas distribu- 
tors may inadvertently fail to give the poor person enough to 
cover his needs. And Rabbi Yosei said: May my portion be 
with one whom others suspect of sin and there is no basis 
for suspecting him. Rav Pappa said: They suspected me, and 
there was no basis for suspecting me. 


Furthermore, Rabbi Yosei said: I engaged in relations five 
times, and I planted five cedars in Eretz Yisrael. And who 
are these cedars? The sons of Rabbi Yosei, who were great 
Sages of Israel: Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yosei, and 
Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Yosei, and Rabbi Halafta, son of 
Rabbi Yosei, and Rabbi Avtilas,' son of Rabbi Yosei, and 
Rabbi Menahem, son of Rabbi Yosei. The Gemara asks: Isn’t 
there Vardimas,' who was also Rabbi Yosei’s son? The Ge- 
mara answers: Vardimas is the same as Menahem. And why 
did they call him Vardimas? Because his face was as beautiful 
as a rose [vered]. The Gemara asks: Is that to say based on 
this statement that Rabbi Yosei did not fulfill the mitzva of 
his wife’s conjugal rights, but only had relations with her five 
times? Rather, say it this way: I engaged in relations five 
times and I did so again, and the Sages said that one who 
seeks to father male offspring should engage in relations and 
do so again. 


NOTES =—————————_- 
One who reads halle! every day - oY baa bon Nip: Some 
commentaries explain that one who recites halle! daily dem- 
onstrates a lack of appreciation for the miracles that God per- 
formed throughout our history. He also fails to pray for future 
redemption (Meiri). 


Among those who accept Shabbat in Tiberias — naw 1933n 
Java: One explanation of this statement is that the custom 
of the people of Tiberias was to perfume their clothing and 
homes at the start of Shabbat, while in Tzippori they did so 
when Shabbat ended. Therefore, Rabbi Yosei praised people 
who adopted both of these customs (Josefot Rabbi Yehuda 
HaHasid; Aguda). 


HALAKHA 
May my portion be among those who complete hallel...to 
verses of praise — KYAT pipaa...¥5n aiaa pon KT: One 
should make certain to recite the verse of praise each morning, 
as Rabbi Yosei said: May my portion be among those who com- 
plete halle! every day (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla 7:12). 


It is a mitzva to pray with the reddening of the sun - m1 
man TIT DY Thann: According to Rabbi Yosei and Rabbi 
Yohanan, one should rise early in the morning to recite the 
morning prayer at sunrise. The afternoon prayer should be 
recited as the sun is setting (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla 
3:1; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 89:1, 2331). 


May my portion be among those who accept Shabbat in 
Tiberias - K393 Naw D311 bn XT: Some authorities 
state that one is obligated to extend the sanctity of Shabbat 
into the week by beginning Shabbat early and ending it late. 
The Magen Avraham rules that this is a mitzva by Torah law. 
That is one explanation of Rabbi Yosei’s statement. However, 
the primary source for the obligation to extend Shabbat is the 
interpretation of the verses cited in tractate Yoma (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 261:2). 


LANGUAGE 


Avtilas — Dhar: From the Greek eŭtoàpoç, eutolmos, mean- 
ing strong-hearted. 


Vardimas - D3): From the Greek eòpúðnpoç, eurydèmos. In 
this context, it relates to the Hebrew vered, or the Greek póðov, 
rhodon, meaning rose. 
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NOTES —W¥—¥—___—_—_- 
| did not called my wife, my wife — "mwy md aiar Kb: 
Some commentaries explain that Rabbi Yosei called his wife, 
my home, so she would realize that she was the essence 
of the home and would appreciate that responsibility for 
the home was incumbent upon her. Similarly, he called 
his ox, my field, so that his workers would appreciate the 
importance of caring properly for the ox (Maharsha). 


Go up to the platform - a mw: Many commentaries 
sought to clarify why people thought Rabbi Yosei was a 
priest and why he followed their instructions. There are two 
concerns with regard to this practice. First, by participating 
in the priestly blessing Rabbi Yosei was transgressing a 
positive commandment, as the mitzva to bless the people 
was restricted to priests. Second, doing so could create 
the mistaken impression that his descendants were priests, 
which would cause future pitfalls for the multitudes. 


| never said something and then retreated from it 
[hazarti la'ahorai] - singh anm vat ayay x4: Rashi 
explained the term hazarti laʻahorai in its literal sense, i.e., 
urned around. Rabbi Yosei never made a statement and 
hen turned around to determine whether or not the per- 
son about whom he was speaking was standing behind 
him. Either because he believed that one who speaks the 
ruth need not be concerned that he will be overheard, or 
because he was careful never to say anything offensive. 
Other commentaries explain that he meant that he never 
made a statement that he later retracted, as he was careful 
o say what he means the first time (Meiri). 


HALAKHA 


In all my days | never looked at my circumcision - 72" 
oy nyna banDT xb: Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, a member 
of one of the early generations of pious Sages and among 
the greatest of the Sages, took pride in the fact that he 
never looked at his circumcision, as per the statement of 


Rabbi Yosei (Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 23:7). 


In all of my days the walls of my house never saw the 
seams of my robe — pvr ya a NNP ww x) nD: A 
person should dress while covered in bed, so that he is not 
even briefly naked (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 2:1). 


| never walked four cubits with my head uncovered — 
wera nba nia yar KIAD KYT: A man should not walk 
even four cubits his head uncovered, The Magen Avraham 
writes that it is meritorious to refrain from walking even 
less than four cubits with an uncovered head. This applies 
to walking indoors as well as to sitting or standing for the 
time it would take to walk four cubits (Mishna Berura). This 
worthwhile custom is learned from the greatest Sages. 
Even though there were authorities who argued that it is 
only a custom of piety and of extra scrupulousness (Ma- 
harshal; Vilna Gaon), the men of Israel have accepted the 
custom of covering their heads for a variety of reasons 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 2:6). 
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Furthermore, Rabbi Yosei said that he always spoke euphe- 
mistically: In all my days, I did not call my wife, my wife," 
nor my ox, my ox. Rather, I called my wife, my home, be- 
cause she is the essence of the home, and my ox, my field, 
because it is the primary force in the fields. 


Rabbi Yosei said: In all my days, due to modesty, I never 
looked at my circumcision." The Gemara asks: Is that so? 
Didn’t they say to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi: Why did they call 
you our holy Rabbi? He said to them: It is because in all my 
days I never looked at my circumcision. If so, why wasn’t 
Rabbi Yosei also called our holy Rabbi? The Gemara replies: 
In the case of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, another matter of mod- 
esty was present in him, as he did not insert his hand below 
his belt due to his great modesty. And Rabbi Yosei said: In 
all my days, the walls of my house never saw the seams of 
my robe" due to modesty, as he would only undress under 
his bed sheets. 


And Rabbi Yosei said: In all my days I never violated the 
words of my friends. I know about myself that I am not a 
priest, and nevertheless, if my friends say to me: Go up to 
the platform" with the priests, I go up. And Rabbi Yosei 
said: In all my days I never said something and then re- 
treated from it." Rabbi Yosei never said something positive 
or negative about a specific person and then denied it. 


Rav Nahman said: May I receive my reward’ because I 
fulfilled the obligation to eat three meals on Shabbat mag- 
nificently. Rav Yehuda said: May I receive my reward be- 
cause I fulfilled the obligation of consideration during 
prayer. Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, said: May I receive 
my reward because I never walked four cubits with my head 
uncovered." Rav Sheshet said: May I receive my reward 
because I fulfilled the mitzva of phylacteries magnificently. 
And Rav Nahman said: May I receive my reward because I 
fulfilled the mitzva of ritual fringes magnificently. 


Rav Yosef said to Rav Yosef, son of Rabba: In what area was 
your father, Rabba, especially vigilant? He said to him: It 
was in the mitzva of ritual fringes. The Gemara relates: One 
day he was climbing the stairs when a string from his ritual 
fringes was severed, and he would not descend until he 
placed a new string on the garment. And Abaye said: May I 
receive my reward because when I see a young Torah 
scholar who has completed a tractate that he studied 


May | receive my reward — b sn: The geonim had a tradition 
that Rav was meticulous in observing ten measures of piety, 
but his students could not maintain all of them. Therefore, each 
student sought to uphold at least several of the practices. When 
doing so, each one prefaced it by saying: May | receive my re- 
ward. The ten degrees of piety are as follows: (1) Rav did not walk 
four cubits standing erect; (2) he always walked with his head 
covered; (3) he ate three meals on Shabbat; (4) he did not look 


BACKGROUND 


o the sides as he walked; (5) he prayed with great concentra- 
ion; (6) he walked around the congregation rather than into 
he congregation, so that the people would not have to stand 
up for him and would not be disturbed; (7) he never ate a meal 
hat was not required; (8) he appeased those who provoked 
him; (9) he had a beautiful voice and served as the translator of 
he Torah reading in the synagogue; (10) he was meticulous in 
he performance of the mitzvot of ritual fringes and phylacteries. 
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I make a feast for the Sages." Rava said: May I receive my 
reward because when a young Torah scholar comes before 
me for judgment, I do not put my head on the pillow" until 
I seek as many of his merits as possible, based on conditions 
and his claims. Mar bar Rav Ashi said: I am disqualified to 
sit in judgment ofa young Torah scholar. What is the reason 
that I am disqualified? It is because the Torah scholar is as 
beloved to me as my own self, and a person does not find 
fault in himself. 


The Gemara now returns to the issue of delight in and defer- 
ence to Shabbat. Rabbi Hanina would wrap himself in his 
garment and stand at nightfall on Shabbat eve, and say: 
Come and we will go out to greet Shabbat the queen. Rabbi 
Yannai put on his garment on Shabbat eve and said: Enter, 
O bride. Enter, O bride." The Gemara relates: Rabba bar Rav 
Huna happened to come to the house of Rabba bar Rav 
Nahman. They brought before him three se’a of oiled bis- 
cuits. He said to them: Did you know I was coming and 
prepared all of this in my honor? They said to him: Are 
you more important to us than Shabbat? The biscuits were 
prepared in deference to Shabbat. 


Rabbi Abba bought thirteen plain staters [astirei peshitei |* 
worth half a zuz of meat from thirteen butchers in deference 
to Shabbat, so that he would have various types of fine meat. 
And he would place the meats at the door hinge at the en- 
trance to his house to hurry to bring another type of meat. And 
he said to the cooks, in order to rush them: Hurry and pre- 
pare it, hurry and prepare it. The Gemara also relates: Rabbi 
Abbahu would sit on an ivory chair [takhteka]'. and fan the 
fire cooking the food for Shabbat, in order to play a role in 
preparations for Shabbat. Rav Anan would dona simple black 
garment" for the Shabbat preparations, as the school of Rab- 
bi Yishmael taught: While wearing the garments in which he 
cooked a pot of food for his master, one should not dilute a 
cup of wine for his Master. One should wear a garment 
appropriate for the task at hand. 


Rav Safra would roast the head of an animal to prepare it for 
Shabbat. Rava salted a shibuta fish in deference to Shabbat. 
Rav Huna kindled lamps in deference to Shabbat. Rav Pappa 
spun the wicks for the Shabbat lamp. Rav Hisda cut the beets 
in preparation for Shabbat. Rabba and Rav Yosef cut wood. 
Rabbi Zeira prepared thin sticks for kindling. Rav Nahman 
bar Yitzhak would load objects on his shoulder and enter, 
load objects on his shoulder and exit. He said: If Rabbi Ami 
and Rabbi Asi happened to visit me, would I not load objects 
on my shoulder before them? So too, it is fitting to do so in 
deference to Shabbat. And some say that Rabbi Ami and 
Rabbi Asi would load objects on their shoulders and enter, 
load objects on their shoulders and exit. They said: If Rabbi 
Yohanan happened to come to visit us, would we not load 
objects on our shoulders before him? 


NOTES 


An ivory chair — Wt paan: This anecdote teaches that 
even a wealthy person, like Rabbi Abbahu, should par- 
ticipate in the Shabbat preparations. Indeed, Rabbi Abbahu 
showed deference to the mitzva by sitting on an expensive 


ivory chair. 


Would dona simple black garment — 7313 wih: Apparently, 
Rav Anan disagrees with Rabbi Abbahu and maintains that one 
should wear simple, not special, clothing for the preparations 
of Shabbat, as per the statement of Rabbi Yishmael (Rabbi 
Elazar Moshe Horovitz). 


HALAKHA 
A feast upon completing a tractate - nap vd Myo: 
It is a mitzva to rejoice with a feast when one completes a 
tractate of Talmud. It is a mitzva feast based on Abaye's state- 
ment (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 246:26 and in the comment 
of the Rema). 


| do not put my head on the pillow — x*1D aN 9H) KID xd: 
Following Rava's example, it is proper for a judge to seek the 
merits of a Torah scholar in judgment (Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen 
Mishpat 15:1). 


Accepting Shabbat - naw nhap: It is appropriate to put on 
special clothes to welcome Shabbat joyously. In addition, it 
is our custom to accept Shabbat by reciting: Come and we 
will go out to greet Shabbat the queen, as well as: Enter, O 
bride. Enter, O bride, in the framework of the Lekha Dodi poem 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 30:2; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 262:3). 


LANGUAGE 
Chair [takhteka] — xpMdN: Related to the middle Persian 
taxtag, meaning a board or plank, which seems to connote 
a chair. 


BACKGROUND 

Plain staters [astirei peshitei] - "w3 YNN: A stater is the 
name of a weight and of a common coin from the Greek 
otatip, statér. The Talmud uses the term to refer to various 
coins of different value with this name and it is roughly paral- 
lel to the talmudic sela. Primarily, there was a stater equal to 
four dinars, a Tyrean sela, or the small stater equal to half a 
dinar, a state sela. The smaller stater is referred to as the plain 
[pashit] stater. 


Corinthian stater 
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BACKGROUND 


Dill [shevet] - naw: The aromatic shevet, Anethum gra- 
veolens, is an annual or biannual plant from the Apia- 
ceae family. The plant reaches a height of 50-80 cm, 
with small flowers arranged like umbrellas. The plant 
has a particular fragrance. The leaves that support the 
lobes are string-like and are used in cooking or to spice 
cooked food. The seeds of the dill and the oil that is 
extracted from them are also eaten. During talmudic 
times, dill was an important spice, cultivated in veg- 
etable gardens. In modern times, it is rarely cultivated; 
however, it grows wild. 


Dill plant 
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The Gemara relates with regard to Yosef who cherishes 

Shabbat: There was a gentile in his neighborhood whose 

property was extremely plentiful. The astrologers said to 

the gentile with regard to all his property: Yosef who cher- 
ishes Shabbat will consume it. The gentile went and sold 

all of his property, and with the money he received he 

bought a pearl, and he placed it in his hat. When he was 

crossing a river in a ferry, the wind blew his hat and cast 

it into the water, and a fish swallowed it. The fish was 

caught and removed from the water and it was brought to 

shore adjacent to nightfall on Shabbat eve. The fishermen 
said: Who buys fish at a time like this? The townspeople 

said to the fishermen: Go bring it to Yosef who cherishes 

Shabbat, as he regularly purchases delicacies in deference 

to Shabbat. They brought it to him and he purchased it. He 

ripped the fish open and found a pearl inside it. He sold it 
for thirteen vessels filled with golden dinars (Tosafot). 
This elderly man who encountered him and said: One 

who lends to Shabbat, Shabbat repays him. 


Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi raised a dilemma before Rabbi 
Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yosei: With regard to the wealthy 
of Eretz Yisrael, by what virtue do they merit their wealth? 
He said to him: Because they tithe, as it is stated: “A tithe 
you shall tithe [asser te‘asser] from all the crops of your seed 
that come out of the field each year” (Deuteronomy 14:22). 
The Sages interpreted this homiletically: Take a tithe [asser] 
so that you will become wealthy [titasher]. He asked: With 
regard to the wealthy of Babylonia, who are not obligated 
to tithe, by what virtue do they merit their wealth? He said 
to him: Because they honor the Torah and the Sages in 
Babylonia. 


With regard to the wealthy of other countries, where there 

are no Sages, by what virtue do they merit their wealth? He 

said to him: Because they honor Shabbat, as Rabbi Hiyya 

bar Abba said: One time I was hosted at the home of a 

homeowner in Laodicea and they brought before him a 

table of gold that was so heavy it required sixteen people 

to carry it, and there were sixteen chains of silver attached 

to it, and there were bowls and cups and pitchers and 

flasks attached to it, and there were all sorts of food, and 

delicacies, and fragrant spices on it. And when they 

placed it there they would say: “The earth and all that fills 

it is God’s, the world and all that inhabit it” (Psalms 24:1). 
And when they removed it they would say: “The heavens 

are God’s heavens, but the earth He gave to mankind” 
(Psalms 115:16). I said to him: My son, what did you do to 

merit this? He said to me: I was a slaughterer, and when I 

would come across parts from every animal that I slaugh- 
tered that was fine, I would say: This will be for Shabbat. I 

said to him: Happy are you that you merited this, and 

blessed is God, Who has afforded you this merit. 


The Roman emperor said to Rabbi Yehoshua ben Hananya: 
Why does the fragrance of a cooked Shabbat dish diffuse? 
He said to him: We have a certain spice called dill 
[shevet],°" which we place in the cooked dishes and its 
fragrance diffuses. The emperor said to him: Give us some 
of it. He said to him: For anyone who observes Shabbat, 
the spice is effective, and for one who does not observe 
Shabbat, it is not effective. 


NOTES 


Shabbat... 


shevet — naw...naw: Rabbi Yehoshua is referring to 
the sanctity of Shabbat, and not to the dill plant, shevet, which 


was used as a spice. Therefore, he had to explain that only one 
who observes Shabbat benefits from shevet, the spice (Maharsha). 
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The Exilarch said to Rav Hamnuna: What is the meaning of 
that which is written, “The holy one of God is honored” (Isaiah 
58:13)? Rav Hamnuna said to him: That is Yom Kippur, when 
there is no eating or drinking, and so the Torah said: Honor 
it with a clean garment." And with regard to that which is stated 
about Shabbat, “And you shall honor it,” Rav said: To honor 
Shabbat, make the Shabbat feast earlier than on other days, in 
order to show that one delights in eating it. And Shmuel said: 
To honor Shabbat, make the Shabbat feast later, so that one’s 
appetite will be greater. The sons of Rav Pappa bar Abba said 
to Rav Pappa: People like us, for whom meat and wine is 
found on our table every day, in what manner can we change 
it on Shabbat? He said to them: If you are accustomed to eating 
your meal early, make it later on Shabbat; if you are accus- 
tomed to making it late, make it earlier on Shabbat." This dif- 
ference will underscore the uniqueness of Shabbat. The Gemara 
relates: In the summer, Rav Sheshet would seat the Sages’ who 
attended his lecture in a place where the sun would reach; in 
the winter, he would seat the Sages in a place where the shade 
would reach. He did this so that they would stand quickly after 
the lecture ended and not engage in discussion, which would 
detract from the time devoted to delighting in Shabbat. Rabbi 
Zeira 


would seek pairs of Sages engaged in conversation on Shabbat 
and said to them: Please do not desecrate Shabbat by failing to 
delight in Shabbat. 


Rava said, and some say it was Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi who 
said: Even an individual who prays on Shabbat evening must 
recite the passage: “And the heavens and the earth were finished 
[vaykhullu]” (Genesis 2:1-3),"as Rav Hamnuna said: Anyone 
who prays on Shabbat evening and recites the passage of 
vaykhullu, the verse ascribed him credit as if he became a 
partner with the Holy One, Blessed be He, in the act of 
Creation." As it is stated: “And the heavens and the earth were 
finished [vaykhullu].’ Do not read it as: Were finished 
[vaykhullu]; rather, as: They finished [vaykhallu]. It is consid- 
ered as though the Holy One, Blessed be He, and the individual 
who says this become partners and completed the work togeth- 
er. Rabbi Elazar said: From where is it derived that speech is 
like action? As it is stated: “By the word of God the heavens 
were made, and all of their hosts by the breath of His mouth” 
(Psalms 33:6). 


Rav Hisda said that Mar Ukva said: One who prays on Shabbat 

evening and recites vaykhullu, the two ministering angels who 

accompany the person at all times place their hands on his 

head and say to him: “And your iniquity has passed, and your 

sin has been atoned” (Isaiah 6:7). It was taught in a baraita: 

Rabbi Yosei bar Yehuda says: Two ministering angels accom- 
pany a person on Shabbat evening from the synagogue to his 

home, one good angel and one evil angel. And when he reach- 
es his home and finds a lamp burning and a table set" and his 

bed made, the good angel says: May it be Your will that it shall 

be like this for another Shabbat. And the evil angel answers 

against his will: Amen. And if the person's home is not prepared 

for Shabbat in that manner, the evil angel says: May it be Your 

will that it shall be so for another Shabbat, and the good angel 

answers against his will: Amen. 


HALAKHA 
Honoring Yom Kippur - waan oF 715: Even though 
there are no festive meals on Yom Kippur, it is a Festival 
and a sacred day and must be honored by wearing fine 
clothes (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 610:4). 


The time for eating the Shabbat meal - nyọ nha yar 
naw: The Shabbat meals should be distinguished from 
weekday meals in every respect. Indeed, if one eats a 
large meal during the week as one does on Shabbat, the 
time of the Shabbat meal should be changed (Rema, 
based on the Tur). One should adopt the custom of eating 
the meal earlier or later based on whatever will make the 
meal more pleasurable (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 30:8; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 288:7). 


NOTES 

In the summer Rav Sheshet would seat the Sages - 39 
pany and anin xpa mww: Rashi’s emphasis on the fact 
that Rav Sheshet was blind is not necessary to under- 
stand this statement. Rather, Rav Sheshet sat his students 
there so that they would not tarry there after the lesson, 
but would leave without prodding and proceed to de- 
light in Shabbat (Maharsha). 


HALAKHA 


One must recite the passage: And the heavens and 
the earth were finished [vaykhullu] - - bio snd PX: 
An individual also recites: Then the heavens and the earth 
were finished [vaykhullu], during the evening prayer of 
Shabbat (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 268:1). 


A lamp burning and a table set - grw wr] pba ait 
is most appropriate to set the table, make the beds, and 
prepare other household matters before Shabbat begins, 
so the house will be ready for Shabbat when people 
return from the synagogue (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 30:5; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 262:1). 


NOTES 


A partner with the Holy One, Blessed be He, in the act 
of Creation - MNI TWYNI ein Ja WITI qaw: 

Since the purpose of Creation is for all to acknowledge 
the greatness of God and to serve Him, by proclaim- 
ing one’s faith in the Creator one sustains the world (Or 
HaHayyim). 
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LANGUAGE 
Remedy [melugma] - Kay: From the Greek udhayya, 
malagma, meaning a bandage placed on a wound. 


NOTES 

God, faithful King [el melekh ne‘eman] — 123 tn be: 
Rashi explains that the Gemara interprets the Hebrew 
word amen as an acronym for el melekh neeman, to under- 
score the importance of answering amen and to explain 
both why specifically amen is the word employed for this 
purpose and how it includes the acceptance of the yoke 
of the kingdom of Heaven. 
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Rabbi Elazar said: A person should always set his table" on 

Shabbat eve with all the preparations for an important feast, even 

if he only needs the table set for an olive-bulk of food. And 

Rabbi Hanina said: A person should always set his table at the 

conclusion of Shabbat," Saturday night, for a feast in deference 

to the Shabbat that passed, even if he only needs the table set for 
an olive-bulk of food. And with regard to the meal at the conclu- 
sion of Shabbat, they said: Hot water after Shabbat is a remedy 
[melugma],' warm bread at the conclusion of Shabbat is a rem- 
edy. The Gemara relates: They would prepare for Rabbi Abbahu 

at the conclusion of Shabbat a third-born calf, and he would 

eat one kidney from it. When his son Avimi grew up, he said to 

his father: Why do you waste so much? Let us leave a kidney 
over from Shabbat eve, and you will not need to slaughter an 

entire calf for that purpose. Indeed, they left the calf and did not 
slaughter it, and a lion came and ate it. This teaches that one 

should not be miserly when it comes to honoring Shabbat. 


Apropos the reward for honoring Shabbat, the Gemara cites state- 
ments about the reward for answering amen. Rabbi Yehoshua 
ben Levi said that anyone who answers: Amen, may His great 
name be blessed, wholeheartedly, with all his might, they rip 
his sentence, as it is stated: “When punishments are annulled 
in Israel, when the people offer themselves, bless the Lord” 
(Judges 5:2). What is the reason for when punishments are 
annulled? Because the Jewish people blessed God. When one 
recites: Amen, may His great name be blessed, and blesses God, 
his punishment is annulled. Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba said that 
Rabbi Yohanan said: Even if one has within him a trace of 
idolatry, when he answers amen he is forgiven. It is written here, 
in the verse above: “When punishments [pera’ot] are annulled.” 
And it is written there, with regard to the sin of the Golden Calf: 
“And Moses saw that the nation was wild [paru‘a], for Aaron had 
let them loose for anyone who might rise against them” (Exodus 
32:25). Even one with the wildness of idolatry is forgiven. Reish 
Lakish said: One who answers amen" with all his strength, they 
open the gates of the Garden of Eden before him, as it is stated: 


“Open the gates, and a righteous nation shall come who keeps 


the faith” (Isaiah 26:2). Do not read: Who keeps [shomer] the 
faith [emunim], but rather: Who say [she’omerim] amen. What 
is the allusion of the word amen? Rabbi Hanina said: It is an 
acronym of the words: God, faithful King [El Melekh ne’eman]." 


Rav Yehuda, son of Rav Shmuel, said in the name of Rav: Fire 
is only found in a place where there is desecration of Shabbat, 
as it is stated: “And if you do not heed Me to sanctify the day 
of Shabbat, and to refrain from carrying burdens and come to 
the gates of Jerusalem on the day of Shabbat, and I will light a 
fire in its gates and it will consume the palaces of Jerusalem and 
it will not be extinguished” (Jeremiah 17:27). The Gemara asks: 
What is the meaning of: And it will not be extinguished? Rav 
Nahman bar Yitzhak said: Fire will break out at a time when 
people are not found to extinguish it. Abaye said: Jerusalem 
was destroyed only because people desecrated the Shabbat in 
it, as it is stated: “And from My Shabbatot they averted their 
eyes, and I was profaned among them” (Ezekiel 22:26). Several 
punishments were decreed to befall Jerusalem as punishment for 
this transgression. 


A person should always set his table - 01% 71» adiyd 
indy: One should always set the table for the meal on 
Shabbat evening to honor the Shabbat, even if one will only 
eat an olive-bulk of food (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 


Shabbat 30:5). 


A person should always set his table at the conclusion of 
Shabbat - naw 'gyina iyw ons v1 oiy: One should set 
the table after Shabbat to honor the departure of Shabbat in a 


HALAKHA 
manner similar to the beginning of Shabbat, even if one will 
only eat an olive-bulk of food. This is the meal known as the 
meal accompanying the queen [melaveh malka] (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 30:5; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 300). 


One who answers amen — pax miy Yə: During the recitation 
of the kaddish, one should concentrate and answer amen aloud 
(Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla 9:1; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 56:1). 
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pursue the drink and are aflame from wine until late in the evening” 


(Isaiah 5:11). And it is written in the continuation of that passage: 

“And their drinking parties have lyre and lute, drum and flute and 
wine, and they do not look upon the actions of God, and they do 
not see His hands’ creations” (Isaiah 5:12). This means that in the 
morning and evening, when the Jews should have been reciting 
Shema, they were drinking wine and liquor. And it is written in that 
passage: “Therefore My nation is being exiled for its ignorance; 
its honor will die of hunger and its multitudes will be parched with 
thirst” (Isaiah 5:13). 


Rav Hamnuna said: Jerusalem was destroyed only because school- 


children there were interrupted from studying Torah, as it is stated: 
“And I am filled with the wrath of God, I cannot contain it, pour it 
onto the infants in the street and onto the gathering of youths to- 
gether, for men and women alike will be captured, the elderly along 
with those of advanced years” (Jeremiah 6:11). Rav Hamnuna ex- 
plains: What is the reason that the wrath is poured? It is because 
infants are outside in the streets and are not studying Torah. 


Ulla said: Jerusalem was destroyed only because people had no 


shame before each other, as it is stated: “They acted shame- 
fully; they have performed abominations, yet they neither were 
ashamed nor did they know humiliation. Therefore, they will fall 
among the fallen, they will fail at the time that I punish them, said 
God” (Jeremiah 6:15). 


Rabbi Yitzhak said: Jerusalem was destroyed only because its small 


and the great citizens were equated. They did not properly value 
the prominent leaders of their generation, as it is stated: “And the 
common people were like the priest, the slave like his master, the 
maidservant like her mistress, the buyer like the seller, the lender like 
the borrower, the creditor like the one indebted to him” (Isaiah 24:2). 
And it is written afterward: “The land shall be utterly desolate and 
completely plundered, for God has said this” (Isaiah 24:3). 


Rav Amram, son of Rabbi Shimon bar Abba, said that Rabbi Shimon 


bar Abba said that Rabbi Hanina said: Jerusalem was destroyed 
only because the people did not rebuke one another, as it is stated: 
“Her ministers were like stags that found no pasture, and they 
walked without strength before their pursuer” (Lamentations 1:6). 
Just as this stag turns its head toward the other’s tail when it grazes, 
and each one feeds on its own, so too, the Jewish people in that 
generation lowered their faces to the ground and did not rebuke 
one another. 


Rabbi Yehuda said: Jerusalem was destroyed only because they dis- 


paraged the Torah scholars in it, as it is stated: “And they mocked 
the messengers of God and disdained His words and taunted His 
prophets, until the wrath of God arose against His people, until 
it could not be healed” (11 Chronicles 36:16). What is the meaning 
of: Until it could not be healed? Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: 
It means that anyone who disparages Torah scholars" cannot be 
healed from his wound." 


HALAKHA 


Anyone who disparages Torah scholars - 02317 pnb mand Sp: itis who disparaged a Torah scholar until he is forgiven by the Sage whom 


a great sin to disparage a Torah scholar, even with words alone and even 
if the scholar is not present. The court has the power to ostracize one 


he insulted (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Talmud Torah 6:11; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 243:7). 


NOTES 


Cannot be healed from his wound - ina) MIDI b pX: This state- the disparagement of His messengers and the righteous. There- 


ment is supported by various verses (see | Kings 13) that indicate that 
God is forgiving with regard to His own honor but does not forgive 


fore, one who disparages Torah scholars will certainly be punished 
(Havot Ya'ir). 
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NOTES 

Do not touch my anointed ones, these are the 
schoolchildren - ma bw mipiyn tye »pwna span ds 
131: See Rashi, who cites a reason for this interpretation. 
Other commentaries explain that the children were 
called: My anointed ones, because the Gemara states 
that children’s study of Torah sustains the world and 
brings redemption. Consequently, there is an aspect 
of Messiah in schoolchildren (/yyun Ya‘akov). 


HALAKHA 


One may not interrupt schoolchildren - pwan Ps 
jaa bw nipivm: One may not interrupt the Torah 
study of schoolchildren for any reason, even for a 
great mitzva, e.g., building the Temple (Rambam Sefer 


HaMadda, Hilkhot Talmud Torah 2:2; Shulhan Arukh, 


Yoreh De'a 245:13). 


A city in which there are no schoolchildren - yy 
mma bw Nipivn ma pW: Every city is obligated to 
establish a school where children are taught Torah. If 
the children of a city do not study Torah, the inhabitants 
must rectify the situation. Severe measures, including 
excommunication, are aimed at residents of a city who 


fail to establish a school (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hil- 


khot Talmud Torah 2:1; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 24577). 
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Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: What is the meaning of that 

which is written: “Do not touch My anointed ones and do My 
prophets no harm” (1 Chronicles 16:22)? “Do not touch My 
anointed ones,” these are the schoolchildren," who are as pre- 
cious and important as kings and priests (Maharsha); “and do not 

harm My prophets,” these are Torah scholars. Reish Lakish said 

in the name of Rabbi Yehuda Nesia: The world only exists be- 
cause of the breath, i.e., reciting Torah, of schoolchildren. Rav 
Pappa said to Abaye: My Torah study and yours, what is its sta- 
tus? Why is the Torah study of adults worth less? He said to him: 
The breath of adults, which is tainted by sin, is not similar to the 

breath of children, which is not tainted by sin. And Reish Lakish 

said in the name of Rabbi Yehuda Nesia: One may not interrupt 

schoolchildren" from studying Torah, even in order to build the 

Temple. And Reish Lakish said to Rabbi Yehuda Nesia: I have 

received from my ancestors, and some say that he said to him: I 

have received from your ancestors as follows: Any city in which 

there are no schoolchildren" studying Torah, they destroy it. 
Ravina said: They leave it desolate. 


And Rava said: Jerusalem was destroyed only because there 
were no more trustworthy people there, as it is stated: “Roam 
about the streets of Jerusalem and see, and search its plazas, if 
you can find a person, who acts justly, who seeks integrity, that 
I should forgive it” (Jeremiah 5:1). The Gemara asks: Is that so? 
Didn't Rav Ketina say: Even at the time of Jerusalem’s failure, 
trustworthy people did not cease there, as it is stated: “For a 
man will grab his brother of his father’s house and say: You have 
a garment. Come be a chief over us and let this ruin be under 
your care” (Isaiah 3:6)? Things that people use to cover up like 
a garment, secrets, are in your hands and you know about them. 
Therefore, you should be a leader of the community. And that 
which is stated: “And let this ruin be under your care,’ meaning: 


Matters of Torah that people do not ascertain unless they mis- 
understand them are in your hands; therefore, be a chief over 
us. It is stated later on in that passage: “He will rise [yissa] on that 

day, saying, I will not be a ruler while in my house there is no 

bread and no garment, you shall not appoint me as chief of the 

people” (Isaiah 3:7). The term rise [yissa] means nothing other 
than an oath, as it says: “Do not raise [tissa] the name of the 

Lord your God in vain” (Exodus 20:17). I will not be a ruler, 
means: I will not be one of those who close themselves up in 

the study hall, as I do not regularly do so, while in my house there 

is no bread and no garment, for I have neither Bible nor Mish- 
na nor Gemara in my hands. According to this explanation, there 

were people of faith who truthfully admitted that they did not 
study Torah, even during the time of the destruction of Jerusalem. 
The Gemara rejects this: And from what do you conclude that this 

admission was due to their faithfulness? Perhaps it is different in 

that case, as had he told them: I studied Torah, they would have 

said to him: Tell us what you studied. As he would not know to 

respond, he would have no choice other than to admit that he did 

not study. The Gemara rejects this: That is not difficult, as he 

could have at least said he learned and forgot. The Gemara asks: 

Therefore, what is: I will not be a ruler? It means that he is telling 

the truth and although he could have lied, he admits that he did 

not study Torah at all. The Gemara answers: This is not difficult. 
Here, where it was taught that they were faithful, that was with 

regard to matters of Torah; whereas here, where it was taught 

that there were no more people of faith in Jerusalem, that was with 

regard to matters of business. 
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MI S H N A One may rescue a basket" full of loaves and the 


like from a fire on Shabbat, even if there is food 
for one hundred meals in it. And one may rescue a round cake of dried 
figs, even though it is very large, and one may rescue a barrel full of 
wine. And one may even say to others: Come and rescue for 
yourselves." And if the people who rescue with him were clever," they 
make a calculation with him after Shabbat in order to receive payment 
for the items that they rescued. 


To where may one rescue items moved from the fire?" One may do so 
to a courtyard where an eiruv was established, and it is permitted to 
carry. Ben Beteira says: One may do so even to a courtyard where an 
eiruv was not established. And one may carry there all the utensils," 
and put on all the garments that he can wear, and one may wrap all 
the cloths that he can wrap around himself in order to rescue his prop- 
erty. Rabbi Yosei says: One may put on only eighteen garments at once, 
as people sometimes wear that number of garments, but not more. 
However, one may again put on that number of garments" and carry 
it out. And he may say to others: Come and rescue with me. 


G E M ARA The Gemara asks: Wasn’t it taught in the first 


clause, i.e., the preceding mishna, that one may 
rescue three meals and no more? Rav Huna said: This is not difficult. 
This current mishna permitted rescuing a greater amount when one 
comes to rescue a basket or round cake of figs; that previous mishna 
permitted rescuing food for only three meals in a case where one comes 
to collect’ the food. When one comes to rescue, he may rescue ev- 
erything; when one comes to collect, he may collect food for only 
three meals. However, Rabbi Abba bar Zavda said that Rav said: Both 
this and that are referring to a case where one comes to collect, and 
this is not difficult. This current mishna permitted rescuing a greater 
amount when one moves the objects to the same courtyard; that, the 
previous mishna, permitted saving food for only three meals when one 
transfers it to a different courtyard. Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, 
raised a dilemma: If one spread his cloak on the ground and col- 
lected and placed objects in the cloak," and collected and placed ob- 
jects inside it, what is the ruling? Is he considered as one who comes 
to rescue or is he like one who comes to collect? 


The Gemara attempts to resolve the dilemma from that which Rava 
said: Rav Sheizvi misled Rav Hisda, and Rav Hisda taught (Rabbeinu 
Hananel) a halakha with regard to a barrel that breaks on a roof, and 
added: And it is permitted provided that one does not bring a vessel 
that holds more than three meals. Conclude from the fact that Rava 
said that Rav Hisda’s restriction of the amount that can be rescued to 
food sufficient for three meals is mistaken, that one who takes a large 
amount all at once is like one who comes to rescue, and he may well 
do so. Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said to Rava: What is the error in Rav 
Hisda’s statement? Perhaps it is actually prohibited. He said to him, as 
it is taught: Provided that he does not bring another vessel and place 
it on the ground to catch the liquid, another vessel and attach the ves- 
sel next to the roof. Apparently it is another vessel that one may not 
bring, but in that same vessel, one may rescue as much as he wants, 
and the Sages did not establish a maximum size for the vessel. 


HALAKHA 


NOTES 


And one may say to others: Come and rescue for 
yourselves — D3% soya aia corms WNN: It is ex- 
plained in the Jerusalem Talmud: Since one is permit- 
ted to invite guests and feed them and clothe them 
on Shabbat, one may also invite others to come and 
rescue food and clothes for themselves as they are 
potential guests. Some commentaries teach that the 
others may rescue items in any manner that they 
choose. Since it is not their property, there is no con- 
cern lest they extinguish the fire in their agitation 
(Rabbi Yeshaya of Terani as cited in the Ran). 


And if the people were clever — prj Y7 oxy: In 
the Jerusalem Talmud, it is asserted that the novel 
element in this statement is that if the rescuers re- 
turn the objects to their owner on Shabbat and did 
not take ownership of them, they may receive direct 
payment after Shabbat and not merely take owner- 
ship of the ownerless property. This is the Rambam’s 
interpretation in his Commentary on the Mishna. 


One who comes to collect - bap ta: Some com- 
mentaries explain that this refers to pouring the con- 
tents of a small vessel into a large vessel, and not to 
attaching two vessels together (Ramban). 


One may rescue a basket -bp pwn: It is permitted to rescue 
a single vessel from a fire, even if it contains enough food for 
a hundred meals (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
23:22-23; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 334:6). 


To where may one rescue items moved from the fire - ad 
ix pwn: One may only rescue objects by moving them into 
a courtyard that is joined to the owner's courtyard by an eiruv, 
in accordance with the opinion of the first tanna in the mishna 


(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 23:20; Shulhan Arukh, 


Orah Hayyim 334:17). 


One may carry there all the utensils - iwawn 13 bs Kyi: 


It is permitted to rescue eating utensils needed for the en- 
tire day and carry them to a courtyard that is joined to the 
owner's courtyard by an eiruv (Magen Avraham; Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 23:20; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 3347). 


And put on garments... and one may again put on gar- 
ments — wath) RIM.. at: One who wants to rescue clothing 
from a fire may put on garments, walk to a safe place, undress, 
return, and put on other garments, as stated in the mishna. 
There is an opinion that ascribes the phrase: One may again 
put on garments, in the mishna to Rabbi Yosei, indicating that 
repeated trips to save clothing are permitted. However, since 


the halakha is not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yosei in a dispute with an unattributed mishna, it is permitted 
to return and put on garments only once (Beit Yosef, based on 
the Rambam). This approach was not accepted as the norma- 
tive halakha (Vilna Gaon and others; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 23:25; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 334:8). 


One who comes to rescue in his cloak - mwa bab Nai: 
One who seeks to rescue objects from a fire on Shabbat may 
spread out a cloak and place many items in it, provided that 
they are removed all at once, in accordance with the opinion 
of Rava (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 23:23; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 334:6). 
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NOTES 

An attribute of piety...with one who is 
Heaven- -fearing - oag xT.. NT: 
Judging from the Gemara here and elsewhere, 
one who is Heaven-fearing or sin-fearing is 
praiseworthy, but he has not reached the level 
of piety. That was only attributed to a limited 
number of people who were exemplary in 
Torah knowledge, virtuous character traits and 
interpersonal relations. 


LANGUAGE 
Cloak [miktoren] — ivp: From the Latin 
amictorium, meaning a garment that one 
throws on one's shoulders or a light garment 
that does not directly touch the body, gener- 
ally worn by women. 


Cape [unkali] - Opa: From the Greek 
avaxwhos, anakolos, meaning a type of skirt 
or short robe. 


Wide linen garment [kalbus] - Dap: From 
the Greek KoddPtoy, kolobiyon, meaning a 
type of shirt without sleeves or with shor 
sleeves. 


Socks [anpilaot] - nixon: From the Greek 
¿uniàa, empiliya, meaning a shoe made o 
felt. 


Boots [pargod] — 713119: Apparently adapted 
from Persian to the Greek napayavsıov, para- 
godiyon, and then to the Latin paragauda. | 
means a garment with sleeves that is deco- 
rated with purple dye [argaman]. 
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And we learned in the mishna that one is permitted to rescue a round cake 
of dried figs from a fire, and one may even say to others: Come and rescue 
for yourselves. And if the people who rescue with him are clever, they make 
a calculation with him after Shabbat. The Gemara is surprised at this: What 
is the mention of a calculation doing here? Aren’t they acquiring food 
from ownerless property?" What calculation is necessary here? Whatever 
they rescue is theirs, and they do not need to return it to the original 
owner. Rav Hisda said: They taught an attribute of piety here. These are 
pious people. They want to return the objects to their owner even though 
they are not legally obligated to do so, and they were permitted to receive 
payment for their efforts. Rava said: And do pious people take payment 
for work they do on Shabbat? Rather, Rava said: Here, we are dealing 
with one who is Heaven-fearing™ but not completely pious. And it is 
uncomfortable for him to benefit from the property of others, and it is 
also uncomfortable for him to exert himself for free. And this is what 
the mishna is saying: And if they are clever and know that in a situation 
of this kind it is not technically payment for Shabbat labor, and it is per- 
mitted because they are only receiving a small portion of the value of the 
objects that they rescued, they may make a calculation with him after 
Shabbat. 


We learned in the mishna that one may say to others: Come and rescue for 
yourselves. We also learned: And to where may one rescue the food? Ac- 
cording to the first tanna, one may rescue to a courtyard in which an eiruv 
was established. According to ben Beteira, one may rescue even to a court- 
yard in which an eiruv was not established. The Gemara asks: What is 
different here, with regard to rescuing food, that it is taught that one may 
say to others: Come and rescue for yourselves, and what is different here, 
with regard to rescuing clothing, that it is taught that one may say to others: 
Come and rescue with me? The Gemara answers: With regard to food, it 
taught: For yourselves, because only food for three meals is suited for 
him, and only others can benefit from the rest. However, with regard to 
the garments, it is taught: With me, because it is suited for him to con- 
tinue rescuing garments all day, since he is permitted to wear other clothes. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: If one wants to rescue objects from a fire and 
there are many garments there, he may wear them, and take them out to 
a safe place, and remove them there, and return to the fire, and wear 
other clothes, and take them out and remove them. And he may even do 
so all day long; this is the statement of Rabbi Meir. Rabbi Yosei says: 
One may wear only eighteen garments, and these are the eighteen gar- 
ments: A cloak [miktoren],! a cape [unkali],' a broad garment worn on 
one’s shoulders, and a large hollow belt worn over the clothes, a wide 
linen garment [kalbus], and a robe worn against the skin, a robe wrapped 
above, and a kerchief on one’s head, and two straps, i.e., belts, and two 
shoes, and two socks [anpilaot],' and two tall boots [pargod],' and a belt 
around one’s loins over the robe, and a hat on one’s head, and a scarf 
around one’s neck. 


Rabbi Shi ben N; :0 d 
MI SHN A ADDI Shimon ber sarees ne may sprea 


out a moist goat’s hide" over a box, a chest, or a 
closet that caught fire, because the fire singes and does not burn it. The 
fire does not burn the wet goat’s hide but merely singes it, and by doing so 
the wooden vessels are preserved. And one may establish a barrier against 
the fire with all vessels," both full and empty, so that the fire will not pass. 
Rabbi Yosei prohibits using new earthenware vessels full of water, be- 
cause they cannot withstand the heat of the fire and they will burst and 
extinguish the fire, and it is prohibited to cause the fire to be extinguished 
on Shabbat even indirectly. 


HALAKHA 


Acquiring from ownerless property — 1317? 1770: If one tells 
others: Come and rescue for yourselves, they can put on what- 
ever clothes they want and are permitted to keep anything they 
rescue. It is as if they acquired ownerless property. If they want 
to return the objects later and be rewarded for their efforts, they 
may do so. That money would not be considered prohibited 
payment for labor on Shabbat (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 23:24; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 334:9). 
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One may spread out a goat's hide — tiv pris maby: Ifa chest 
caught fire, it is permitted to spread a wet goat's hide or the like 
on the part of the chest that is not on fire, to prevent the entire 
chest from burning, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Shimon ben Nannas (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
12:5; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 334:22). 


And one may establish a barrier with all vessels - pwiyi 


Dba boa mya: It is permitted to erect a barrier to stop a 
fire from spreading using any type of vessel, including new 
earthenware vessels filled with water, because it is permitted 
to indirectly extinguish a fire. Some authorities state that this 
is only permitted in a situation where otherwise one will suffer 
significant monetary loss (Mordekhai; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 12:4; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 334:22 and the 
comments of the Rema). 
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huda said th id: If - 
GEMARA *** uda said that Rav saic If a gar 


ment caught fire on one side," one may 
place water on its other side, and if as a result the fire is extin- 
guished, it is extinguished. The Gemara raises an objection 
based on the following Tosefta: If a garment caught fire on one 
side, one may stretch it out and cover himself with it, and if the 
fire is extinguished, it is extinguished. And so too, if a Torah 
scroll caught fire, one may open it and read it, and if the fire is 
extinguished, it is extinguished. Apparently, it is prohibited to 
actually pour water, but one may perform a permitted act that will 
incidentally extinguish. 


The Gemara answers: It was Rav who said his statement in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon ben Nannas in the 
mishna. 


The Gemara asks: Say that Rabbi Shimon ben Nannas said it is 
permitted to place the goat’s hide on the burning item because it 
singes and does not burn; did he say it is permitted to indirectly 
cause the fire to extinguish? The Gemara answers: Yes, Rabbi 
Shimon ben Nannas permitted that as well, and we learn this from 
that which is taught in the latter clause in the mishna: Rabbi 
Yosei prohibits using new earthenware vessels that are full of 
water, because they cannot withstand the fire and will burst and 
extinguish the fire. This proves by inference that the first tanna, 
Rabbi Shimon ben Nannas, permits it. 


The Sages taught: With regard to a candle that is atop a board," 
one shakes the board and the candle falls, and if it is extinguished, 
it is extinguished. The Sages of the school of Rabbi Yannai said: 
They only taught that this is permitted in a case where one forgets 
the candle atop the board when Shabbat began. However, in a case 
where one places it there, the board becomes a base for a 
prohibited object and may not be moved. 


It was taught: With regard to a candle behind a door," one may 
open and shut the door in his usual manner, and if it is extin- 
guished, it is extinguished. Rav would curse one who did so." 
Ravina said to Rav Aha, son of Rava, and some say that Rav Aha, 
son of Rava, said to Rav Ashi: What is the reason that Rav cursed 
and reprimanded one who did so? If you say it is because Rav 
holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda that it is 
prohibited to perform an unintentional act from which a prohib- 
ited labor could ensue, and the tanna taught in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Shimon that it is permitted to perform an 
unintentional act in those circumstances; because Rav holds in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, he curses anyone 
who teaches the halakha in accordance with the opinion of Rab- 
bi Shimon? They rely on the ruling of a tanna, whose opinion is 
legitimate. 


HALAKHA 

Ifa garment caught fire on one side - inxw mp Ins 131 
‘Assit 72: Ifa garment began burning on one side, one may 
spread it out and cover himself in it without concern that 
the fire will be extinguished. Some authorities say that this 
applies only when he has no intention of extinguishing the 
fire (Beit Yosef based on the Tur). The Magen Avraham adds 
an additional stipulation: One may not perform an act that 
is likely to contribute to extinguishing the fire. 

Some authorities prohibit pouring liquids onto the part 
of the garment that is not on fire, in accordance with the 
challenge posed in the Gemara (Rif and others). Others 
permit dousing the garment with water, in accordance 
with the opinion of Rav (Rambam). A third opinion per- 
mits using liquids other than water, due to the concern 
that by dousing the garment with water one performs the 
prohibited labor of laundering the garment (Josafot; Tur). 
Later authorities ruled in accordance with the last opinion 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 12:6; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 334:23-24). 


HALAKHA 
A candle that is atop a board - Beisa yaa byw 3): If one 
forgot a candle atop a board before Shabbat, and he 
needs the board on Shabbat, he may shake the board so 
the candle falls. If the candle was burning, he is permitted 
to shake the board only provided that he does not intend 
to extinguish the candle. This rule applies only to a wax 
candle. However, an oil lamp that is burning may not be 
shaken off a board, since it will certainly decrease the flame 
(Tosafot; Rosh; Ran). Nevertheless, even with regard to a 
wax candle, it is preferable to have a non-Jew to shake it 
off the board (Kol Bo). 
f one did not forget the candle on the board but left it 
there intentionally, it is prohibited to shake it off, since the 
board itself is a base for a prohibited object and may not 
be moved, in accordance with the opinion of the school of 
Rabbi Yanai (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 12:6; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 277:3). 


A candle behind a door - nban sini q: If there is a 
kindled lamp behind a door, it is prohibited to open the 
door in the usual manner, because it might extinguish 
the flame. The same applies to a window as well. This is 
according to Rashi's interpretation of the opinion of Rav. 
If the lamp is set into the wall behind the door, and when 
opened the door will bang into the candle and extinguish 
it, one must open and close the door gently so that it does 
not touch the candle (Rosh, based on Rabbeinu Hananel 
and Rambam). If the candle is set into the door itself, it is 
prohibited to open and close the door (Josafot; Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 5:17; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 2771). 


NOTES 


A candle that is atop a board - Byen Et] byw 42: The great 
difficulty in understanding this halakhais that itis nearly impos- 
sible to shake an oil lamp off a board without extinguishing it or 
causing a conflagration. Therefore, commentaries explain that 
this ruling is referring to a wax candle. Some commentaries 
explain, however, based on the Ra’avad, that this applies even to 
an oil lamp. They assert that although Rabbi Shimon prohibits 
an unintentional action whose inevitable consequence is a 
prohibited labor, in a case where the inevitable consequence 
is undesirable the action is permitted. In this case, one neither 


wants to lose the remaining oil, nor does he want the lamp 
thrown to the floor. In the Jerusalem Talmud, this is explained 


as referring to a case where the candle is already extinguished. 


A candle behind a door - moan ‘NK vB: There are three 
interpretations of this statement. The first explanation is that it 
refers to a lamp that is permanently fixed in a wall behind the 
door, and the concern is that the wind may extinguish it. The 
second is that the lamp is fixed on the door itself. Opening and 
closing the door will bring the oil and the wick closer together 


or farther apart, which will cause the flame to burn brighter or 
to be extinguished, respectively (Rabbeinu Yitzhak). The third 
opinion is that the lamp is right behind the door; opening the 
door will move the lamp and extinguish it (Rabbeinu Hananel). 


He would curse one who did so - aby vn: This expression is 
employed only when the action is not completely prohibited 
but can lead to transgression. Due to the danger of transgres- 
sion it is improper to act in this manner, and the Sages re- 
proached anyone who was lax in this matter (Meiri). 
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HALAKHA 


A door opposite a fire — 7117172 7323 mbt: If there is a 
fire burning in the hearth on Shabbat, it is prohibited 
to open a door opposite the hearth, even if there is 
only a typical wind blowing outside. This is in ac- 
cordance with the view of Abaye (Shulhan Arukh, 


Orah Hayyim 277:2). 


A sacred name written on his skin - î ana ow 
iwa by: One who has one of God's sacred names 
written on his skin may neither wash nor smear oil 
on himself. The person may not stand in a filthy place. 
When immersing in a ritual bath, he must wrap a 
reed around the name. This reed may not be at- 
tached so firmly that it interposes between the water 
and his skin. The rationale for wrapping the reed over 
the name is because it is prohibited to stand naked 
before the name of God. The halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer HaMa- 


dda, Hilkhot Yesodei HaTorah 6:6). 


BACKGROUND 


The village of Shihin and the village of Hananya — 
TAIN 399 prow 393: Shihin and Hananya were two 
large villages in the upper Galilee where various 
earthenware vessels were produced. The manufac- 
turers of these items were skilled artisans. Their ves- 
sels were strongly reinforced and could withstand 


high temperatures. 


NOTES 

Erasure of the name of God — nwa npn: It is a 
parent from the conclusion of the discussion in th 
Gemara that all the Sages agree that the prohibitio 
of erasing the name of God only applies when th 
erasure is performed directly and intentionally, whi 
indirect erasure is not prohibited at all. Therefore, th 
case is not comparable to indirectly causing a fire ti 
be extinguished on Shabbat, which may be prohi 
ited by Torah law. 
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He said to him: In this case, even Rabbi Shimon concedes that 
it is prohibited, as it was Abaye and Rava who both said that 
Rabbi Shimon concedes in a case of: Cut offits head, will it not 
die? In an instance where the unintentional act leads to an inevi- 
table prohibited consequence, even Rabbi Shimon agrees that the 
person who performs the unintentional act is liable. 


Rav Yehuda said: A person opens a door opposite a fire" on 
Shabbat. The Gemara relates that Abaye would curse anyone 
who did so. The Gemara clarifies: With what are we dealing? If 
you say this is referring to a case where a typical wind is blowing 
outside, what is the reason of the one who prohibits opening the 
door? A typical wind will neither fan nor extinguish the fire. And 
if it is referring to a case where an atypical wind is blowing out- 
side, what is the reason of the one who permits opening the 
door? The Gemara answers: Actually, it is referring to the case of 
a typical wind. However, one Sage, Abaye, holds that we issue a 
decree prohibiting to open the door in the case of a typical wind 
due to a case of an atypical wind, and the other Sage, Rav Yehuda, 
holds that we do not issue that decree. 


We learned in the mishna that one may establish a barrier with 
all earthenware vessels, and Rabbi Yosei prohibits using new 
earthenware vessels. The Gemara asks: Is that to say that the 
Rabbis hold that indirect extinguishing is permitted on Shabbat, 
and Rabbi Yosei holds that indirect extinguishing is prohibit- 
ed? Didn’t we hear them state the opposite, as it was taught in 
a baraita: One may establish a barrier with empty vessels, and 
with full ones that do not typically break. And these are full 
vessels that do not typically break; metal vessels. Rabbi Yosei 
says: Even earthenware vessels from the village of Shihin and 
vessels from the village of Hananya’ do not typically break. 
Apparently, Rabbi Yosei’s opinion is more lenient than the opin- 
ions of the Rabbis. And if you say: Reverse the attribution of 
opinions in the mishna and attribute Rabbi Yosei’s opinion to the 
Rabbis, and say that Rabbi Yosei is saying his statement in the 
baraita in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, although 
he himself disagrees and permits using all vessels. But can you 
reverse the mishna? Didn’t Rabba bar Tahalifa say in the name 
of Rav: Who is the tanna who teaches that indirect extinguish- 
ing is prohibited? It is Rabbi Yosei. 


Rather, actually, do not reverse the attribution of the opinions 
in the mishna, and the entire baraita is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yosei, and it is incomplete and is teaching the 
following: One may establish a barrier with empty vessels and 
full ones that do not typically break. And these are vessels that 
do not typically break: Metal vessels; and vessels from the vil- 
lage of Shihin and vessels from the village of Hananya also do 
not typically break, as Rabbi Yosei says: Even vessels from the 
village of Shihin and vessels from the village of Hananya do not 
typically break. 


The conclusion is that Rabbi Yosei prohibits indirect extinguish- 
ing, and the Rabbis permit it. The Gemara raises a contradiction 

between one statement of the Rabbis and a second statement of 
the Rabbis; and it raises a contradiction between one statement 
of Rabbi Yosei and a second statement of Rabbi Yosei. As it was 

taught in a baraita: If one had a sacred name of God written on 

his skin" he may neither wash it in water lest it be erased,’ nor 
may he smear it with oil, nor may he stand in a place of filth 

because it is disrespectful of God’s name. If an immersion of 
mitzva happened to present itself, he wraps a reed over God's 

name and then descends and immerses. Rabbi Yosei says: Actu- 
ally, he descends and immerses in his usual manner, even if it is 

not an immersion of mitzva, provided that he does not rub the 

spot and erase the name. Apparently, Rabbi Yosei’s opinion is 

more lenient than that of the Sages with regard to indirectly caus- 
ing a prohibited outcome. 
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The Gemara answers: It is different there because the verse says: “And you shall 
break down their altars, and you shall smash their pillars, and their sacred trees, and 
burn with fire, and the graven images of their gods you shall hew down and you 
shall destroy their name from that place. You shall not do so to the Lord your 
God” (Deuteronomy 12:3-4). From the prohibition: “You shall not do so,” Rabbi 
Yosei derives that actually doing so is that which is prohibited; indirectly causing 
that result is permitted. 


The Gemara asks: If so, here too, with regard to Shabbat, it is written: “And the 
seventh day is Shabbat for the Lord your God, you shall not perform any labor’ 
(Exodus 20:9). And here, too, one could derive: Performance is that which is 
prohibited; indirectly causing a prohibited action is permitted. The Gemara 
answers: Actually, Rabbi Yosei maintains there is no prohibition in indirectly caus- 
ing a fire to be extinguished; however, since a person is agitated about his prop- 
erty, if you permit him to indirectly extinguish the fire, he will come to extinguish 
it directly. 


The Gemara asks: If so, there is a contradiction between one statement of the 
Rabbis and another statement of the Rabbis: Ifin the case ofa fire, where a person 
is agitated about his property, nevertheless, the Rabbis hold that indirect extin- 
guishing is permitted; here, in the case of erasing God’s name, all the more so it 
should be permitted to indirectly cause erasure of God’s name. Why did the Rabbis 
in the baraita issue a stringent ruling in this matter? 


The Gemara rejects this: And how can you understand it that way? What are the 
circumstances of this reed with which God’s name is covered while immersing 
according to the Rabbis? Ifit is firmly attached, it is an interposition; if it is not 
firmly attached, the water enters and erases the name. The Gemara questions this: 
If the concern is with regard to an interposition, derive that it is an interposition 
in any case due to the ink on his skin. The Gemara answers: This is referring to 
moist ink that does not interpose, as it was taught in a baraita: With regard to 
blood, and ink, and honey, and milk on a person's skin, when they are dry, they 
interpose during immersion; when they are moist, they do not interpose." The 
Gemara continues: Nevertheless, it is difficult: Why do the Rabbis require wrap- 
ping a reed around God's name? 


Rather, Rava bar Rav Sheila said that this is the reasoning of the Rabbis: They 
hold that it is prohibited for a person to stand before the name of God while 
naked, and therefore there must be a barrier between one’s naked body and the 
name. The Gemara asks: Is that to say by inference that Rabbi Yosei holds that it 
is permitted to stand before the name while naked? The Gemara answers: No, he 
does not allow doing so; however, he does not require that the name be covered 
with a reed. It is sufficient for one to place his hand over the name. 


The Gemara asks: If so, according to the Rabbis it should also be sufficient for one 
to place his hand over it. The Gemara explains: The Rabbis are concerned because 
sometimes one will forget and remove his hand. The Gemara asks: Shouldn't 
Rabbi Yosei also be concerned because sometimes one will forget and remove 
his hand? Rather, if there is a reed available, Rabbi Yosei indeed concedes that 
one covers God's name with it. However, with what situation are we dealing here? 
We are dealing with a case in which one would have to seek a reed. In that case, the 


Rabbis hold 


that performing immersion at its designated time" is not a mitzva, and we seek a 
reed to wrap around God’s name even ifit means postponing immersion to the next 
day, and Rabbi Yosei holds that immersion at its designated time is a mitzva, and 
therefore we do not seek a reed, since immersion cannot be postponed. 


Immersion at its designated time - mamta maw: There are two essential 
issues at the basis of this baraita. The first is the opinion that it is a mitzva 
for a person to immerse at the designated time, as opposed to it being 
simply good advice. The second is that there was a custom in effect over 
the course of many generations that a man who experienced a seminal 
emission would not pray until he had immersed. Some commentaries 


NOTES 


explain that Rabbi Yosei does not merely hold that the people mentioned 
in the baraita do not have to immerse on Yom Kippur; rather, he is of the 
opinion that it is forbidden for them to do so. Still, Rabbi Yosei does hold 
that it is permitted for a man who has experienced a seminal emission 
to immerse on Yom Kippur if it will enable him to pray, i.e. if it is before 
the afternoon prayer (Tosefot Rid). 


HALAKHA 
Interposition during immersion - 
mpwa mwyn: When immersing in a 
ritual bath, blood, ink, honey, and milk, 
as well as fig and berry nectar, interpose 
when they are dry, but not when they 
are wet (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Mikvaot 2:2; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 
198715). 
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HALAKHA 

Times for immersion — nyan grat: Everyone 
who is obligated to immerse in a ritual bath 
must do so during the day. The exceptions 
to the rule are a menstruating woman and a 
woman who has given birth, who immerse at 
night (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Mikvaot 1:6 
and Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 4:6; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 554:8 and Yoreh De'a 197:3, 
381:5). 


Immersion on Yom Kippur - D03 mya 
wna: Since it is a mitzva to immerse oneself 
at the designated time, one may do so on Yom 
Kippur if that day is the designated time for im- 
mersion. In contemporary times, the halakha of 
immersing at a designated time does not apply 
in most cases. Therefore, anyone required to im- 
merse, including a menstruating woman, does 
so after Yom Kippur (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shevitat Asor 3:2-3; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 554:8, 613:11-12). 


If a gentile comes to extinguish a Jew’s fire on 
Shabbat - niaz Naw 13: If a gentile comes to 
extinguish a fire on Shabbat, there is no require- 
ment to prevent him from doing so (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 6:4; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 334:25). 


If a Jewish child comes to extinguish a fire 
on Shabbat - niaz Naw yop: A child, even 
one who has not reached the age of training to 
perform mitzvot (Mishna Berura), who comes to 
extinguish a fire on Shabbat must be prevented 
from doing so (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 12:7; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 334:25). 


Anyone who extinguishes the fire will not 
lose — 919 x MaDDT dD: On Shabbat, when a 
fire does not pose a threat to human life, it is pro- 
hibited to explicitly tell a gentile to extinguish 
it. Nevertheless, it is permitted to state in his 
presence: Anyone who extinguishes the fire will 
not lose. In life-threatening situations, early and 
later authorities permit anyone to extinguish the 
fire directly. One who hastens to do so is praised 
(Rema; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
12:7; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 334:26). 


NOTES 


From the time that he recited the afternoon 
prayer — Anya ja: The Meri comments that 
one need not be concerned about the neila 
prayer, the additional closing service on Yom 
Kippur, since this prayer may be recited at night, 
after immersion. 


Her latest immersion is sufficient - my mT 
mixa: In certain cases discussed in tractate 
Nidda, when a woman forgets or is uncertain 
with regard to when she is required to immerse 
in a ritual bath, some Sages rule that she should 
immerse herself each day that might be her des- 
ignated time. Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, 
disagrees and maintains that it is sufficient for 
the woman to wait and immerse once at a time 
when she is certain that she may immerse. 


Anyone who extinguishes the fire will not 
lose — PDS IX 74317 bs: Since the mishna 
stated that one need not say: Do not extinguish, 
one can infer that although one need not dis- 
suade the gentile from extinguishing the fire, it 
is prohibited to encourage him to extinguish it. 
Otherwise, the mishna should have stated ex- 
plicitly that one may say: One who extinguishes 
will not lose, and it would have been clear that 
one need not prevent the gentile from extin- 
guishing the fire. 
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The Gemara asks: And does Rabbi Yosei hold that immersion at its 
designated time is a mitzva? Wasn’t it taught in a baraita: With regard to 
a zav and a zava, a male and female leper, one who has relations with 
a menstruating woman, and a person impure with impurity imparted 
by a corpse, their immersion is during the day." They immerse at the 
designated time even on Yom Kippur, when bathing is prohibited." A 
menstruating woman and a woman after childbirth immerse at night. 
Aman who has had a seminal emission immerses at any point during 
the entire day after the emission. Rabbi Yosei says: From the time that 
he recited the afternoon prayer" and on he does not immerse. Since he 
already recited the afternoon prayer, he waits until after Yom Kippur to 
immerse, and then recites the evening prayer in a state of purity. Appar- 
ently, Rabbi Yosei holds that immersion at the designated time is not a 
mitzva. The Gemara rejects this: In that baraita the reference is not to the 
Rabbi Yosei most commonly cited in tannaitic literature without a patro- 
nymic, Rabbi Yosei ben Halafta, but it is to Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi 
Yehuda, who said: Her latest immersion is sufficient." A woman who is 
uncertain with regard to the correct time for her immersion need not 
immerse multiple times. She may postpone her immersion until a time 
when she will be certain to fulfill her obligation, even though it might not 
be immersion at the designated time. 


f il inguish s fi 
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Shabbat," one may not say to him: Extinguish, 
and: Do not extinguish, because responsibility for his rest is not incum- 
bent upon the Jew. However, if a Jewish child comes to extinguish a fire 
on Shabbat," they do not listen to him and allow him to extinguish it, 
even though he is not yet obligated in mitzva observance, because respon- 
sibility for his rest is incumbent upon the Jew. 


Rabbi Ami said: During a fire, the Sages permit- 
GEMARA l 


ted to say in the presence of gentiles: Anyone 
who extinguishes the fire will not lose," so that the gentiles will come 
and extinguish the fire; it is only prohibited to tell gentiles to do so explic- 
itly. The Gemara suggests: Let us say that the mishna supports his state- 
ment: Ifa gentile comes to extinguish a Jew’s fire on Shabbat, one may 
not say to him: Extinguish, and: Do not extinguish, because responsi- 
bility for his rest is not incumbent upon the Jew. It can be inferred from 
the language of the mishna: It is a direct command, e.g., extinguish, that 
we may not say to him; however, anyone who extinguishes will not lose, 
we may tell him, which supports Rabbi Ami’s statement. The Gemara 
rejects this. Say the latter clause of the mishna: Do not extinguish, we 
do not tell him. It can be inferred that neither do we say to him: Anyone 
who extinguishes will not lose. Rather, nothing can be inferred from 
this mishna. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: There was an incident that a fire ignited 

on Shabbat in the courtyard of Yosef ben Simai in a place called Shihin. 
And men came from the fortress [gistera]' of Tzippori to extinguish 

the fire, because he was a steward [apotropos]' of the king and they 
wanted to help him. However, Yosef ben Simai would not allow them to 

extinguish the fire in deference to Shabbat; and a miracle transpired 

for him and rain fell and extinguished the fire. That evening after Shab- 
bat he sent two sela to each one of the soldiers who came to his aid, and 

fifty to their commander [iparkhos].' And when the Sages heard about 

this, they said: He need not have prevented them from extinguishing the 

fire, as we learned in the mishna: If a gentile comes to extinguish a Jew’s 

fire on Shabbat, one may not say to him: Extinguish, and: Do not ex- 
tinguish, because responsibility for his rest is not incumbent upon the 

Jew; rather, the gentile may do as he pleases. 


LANGUAGE 


Fortress [gistera] - 


soldiers. 


Steward [apotropos] — pisiwwisx: From the Greek énitponog, 


pps: From the Latin castra, meaning a for- 
tifled encampment or a fortress. In talmudic sources, this word 
is often used to indicate a permanent encampment of Roman 


epitropos, meaning appointee or supervisor. In this context, it 
means the person who managed the king's properties in a specific 
region. 


Commander [iparkhos] - Di279%: From the Greek éxapyoc, eparkos, 
meaning commander or appointed official. 
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We learned in the mishna: However, if a Jewish child comes to 
extinguish a fire on Shabbat, they do not listen to him and al- 
low him to extinguish it, even though he is not yet obligated in 
mitzva observance, because responsibility for his rest is incum- 
bent upon the Jew. The Gemara seeks to conclude: Learn from 
this that a child who eats meat from unslaughtered animals" 
or violates other prohibitions, the court is commanded to 
prevent him from eating it. This mishna would resolve a di- 
lemma that arose regarding that issue. The Gemara rejects this 
suggestion: Rabbi Yohanan said: This mishna is referring to a 
child who is acting with the intention of fulfilling his father’s 
will, and therefore one is obligated to prevent him from doing 
so. However, if a child sins of his own volition, one is not obli- 
gated to prevent him from doing so. The Gemara asks: If so, the 
case with regard to a gentile in the mishna must be interpreted 
in a similar manner as referring to a case where he is acting with 
the intention to fulfill the will of a Jew. Is that permitted? It is 
prohibited to derive benefit from an action performed by a 
gentile for a Jew on Shabbat. The Gemara responds: This is not 
the case; the gentile is acting of his own volition." Because he 
is paid for extinguishing the fire he is not doing so in order to 
help the Jew. 


> MI S HNA One may overturn a bowl on top of a 
lamp" so that fire will not take hold in 
the ceiling beam on Shabbat. And similarly, one may overturn 
a bowl on top of a child’s feces inside the house so he will not 
touch it and dirty himself, and on top of a scorpion so that it 
will not bite. Rabbi Yehuda said: An incident came before 
Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai in his village of Arav,’ where a 
person covered a scorpion on Shabbat, and Rabban Yohanan 
said: Iam concerned that he is liable to bring a sin-offering" 
because he might have violated a Torah prohibition. 
G E M A The Gemara relates: Rav Yehuda and 
Rav Yirmeya bar Abba and Rav Hanan 


bar Rava happened to come to the house of Avin from a place 
called Nashikiya. For Rav Yehuda and Rav Yirmeya bar Abba, 


they brought beds for them to sit on, whereas for Rav Hanan 

bar Rava, they did not bring one for him. Rav Hanan was in- 
sulted and got angry at his host. He found Rabbi Avin teaching 

his son the mishna and saying: And one may place a bowl on 

top of the feces of a child’ due to the child so that he will not 

touch it and dirty himself. Rav Hanan said to him: Avin the 

fool is teaching his son folly; aren’t the feces themselves pre- 
pared as food for dogs? An object that is fit for consumption by 
a dog may be carried, so why need one cover the feces if he can 

remove them? And ifyou say these feces were not prepared for 

that use from yesterday, that would not prohibit moving them. 
Wasn’t it taught in a baraita: With regard to rivers that flow" 

and springs that gush, they do not have specific Shabbat 
boundaries, but they may be used anywhere and their boundar- 
ies are like the feet of all people who draw from them. Even 

though the water was not within the boundaries when Shabbat 
began, since the nature of flowing water is to move from place 

to place, it is as if they were prepared for this purpose. So too, 
here, since a child will relieve himself in any place, it is as if it 
was prepared from before Shabbat. 


Rabbi Avin asked: And how, then, should I teach it to him? 
Rav Hanan answered: Say, one may place a bowl on top of 
chicken feces" due to a child. 


HALAKHA 

A child who eats meat from unslaughtered animals - jo? 
nba baix: The rabbinical court is not obligated to prevent 
a child from violating even a Torah prohibition. However, the 
child's father, who is commanded to train his children in ful- 
fillment of mitzvot, should reprimand the child and prevent 
him from violating Torah prohibitions. Some commentaries 
hold that if the child has reached the age of training, even the 
court is commanded to prevent the child from sinning (Rema; 
Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 17:27-28; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 343). 


One may overturn a bowl on top of a lamp - yaa by Myp pois 
313: It is permitted to overturn an earthenware (Mishna Berura) 
bowl over a candle so that the fire will not spread to the ceiling. 
Similarly, one may cover a scorpion with a bowl to prevent it 
from stinging (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 12:4; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 277:5). 


NOTES 
The gentile is acting of his own volition - maT any 3 
‘vay: Since a gentile is an independent and intelligent person, 
even if his intention is to benefit a Jew, he is considered to be 
acting independently. That is not the case with a child, who is 
not capable of making his own decisions and therefore acts 
based on his parents’ will (Ritva). 


| am concerned that he is liable to bring a sin-offering - 
oxen b swwin: Rabban Yohanan did not consider the scor- 
pion to have been potentially dangerous, otherwise he would 
surely have permitted it. He maintained that there was no 
danger and was uncertain whether or not this falls into the 
category of the prohibited labor of trapping (Rabbi Elazar 
Moshe Horovitz). 


BACKGROUND 
Arav - 3: Arav was a village close to Tzippori where Rabban 
Yohanan ben Zakkai lived for eighteen years. According to the 
Talmud it was not a place of Torah study, and during his entire 
time there he was asked only two halakhic questions, which 
are cited here and on 146a, p. 362. 


NOTES 


Feces of a child - j9? by mix: Rav Hanan understood that 
this phrase should not be taken literally. Rather, it is referring 
to any feces that a child might touch and thereby become dirty. 
The interpretation in the Jerusalem Talmud is that this refers to 
soft feces, which will make a child dirty if he touches them, but 
which would otherwise be suitable as chickenfeed. 


HALAKHA 

Rivers that flow — pawian niay: The flowing water in riv- 
ers and wells is considered to come from within the Shabbat 
boundaries of the people who draw water from them, even if 
their source is beyond the Shabbat boundaries. It is permit- 
ted to draw river and well water on Shabbat and on Festivals 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Yom Tov 5:14; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 39715). 


Chicken feces - poannby mix: Any disgusting object, such 

as a vessel containing human or animal feces, may be thrown in 

the garbage, whether the object is in a courtyard where people 

live or inside a house, and even if the disgusting object is not in 

a vessel. If it is in a courtyard where no one lives, one may not 
move it. If there is concern that a child might become soiled 

with it, it is permitted to cover the repulsive item with a vessel. 
This is in accordance with Rashi’s interpretation of the conclu- 
sion of the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
26:13; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 308:34). 
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LANGUAGE 
Spices [isperamaki] — »71215bx: From the Iranian isprahmak, 
meaning fragrant herbs. 


HALAKHA 

Five creatures may be killed on Shabbat - nawa pam nwan: 
Any animal or creeping animal whose bite or sting poses a 
definite threat to human life may be killed on Shabbat. The 
Mishna Berura adds that this applies even if the creature is not 
pursuing a person, or even if it is running away. As for other 
harmful creatures, it is permitted to trample them if it appears 
that one is doing so innocently. Otherwise, it is prohibited 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 11:4; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 316.10). 


BACKGROUND 

Five creatures may be killed on Shabbat - payman nwan 
nawa: In this context, the hornet is the large hornet also found 
in ‘Eretz Yisrael, the Vespa orientalis. This hornet lives in families 
within nests built in the ground. The hornet'’s sting causes 
tremendous pain, even though a single sting is not fatal. There 
have been many instances in which people and animals have 
died after being stung by a swarm of hornets. The scorpion 
mentioned here may be the common yellow scorpion, the 
Ceiurus guinquestriatas, whose sting is extremely poisonous 
and life threatening. 


The poisonous fly that is in the land of Egypt - y1waw 33; 
pena: The fly found in Egypt seems to refer to the gadfly of the 
Chrysops and Tabanus types that bite people. This bite is quite 
painful and causes a rash and swelling. 


Gadfly 


NOTES 


Perhaps it is corrupted — x7 Kawawa xen: Questions re- 
garding the accuracy of a text are sometimes raised about 
baraitot, but only rarely about mishnayot (see Yad Malakhi). 
When this question is posed, the Gemara must prove that the 
baraita text is corrupted. In this context, however, the baraita 
was not well known, and it was only Rav Yosef who introduced 
it to the study hall. Therefore, the suggestion was made that it 
be rejected, especially because it contradicted the statement 
of the great amora, Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi. 
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The Gemara asks: And derive that it is permitted to remove the 

feces because it is like a chamber pot of feces, which may be 

moved out of the room because it is disgusting. And if you say 
that a chamber pot of feces together with the vessel, yes, it may 
be moved; but feces itself, no, it may not be moved. What about 
that mouse that was found among the spices [isperamaki]' of 
Rav Ashi, and he said to his servants: Take it by its tail and re- 
move it? Apparently, a disgusting object may be moved even 

without a vessel. Rather, we must say that the feces were in the 

garbage dump, and since the feces were not before the household 

members it was only permitted to conceal them, not to move 

them. The Gemara asks: And what is a child doing in the garbage 

dump in the public domain? It is not adjacent to the house; how 
would the child get there? The Gemara answers that the feces were 

not in the garbage dump but were in the courtyard. The Gemara 

rejects this: In the courtyard, it is also considered a chamber pot 

of feces and may be moved. Rather, it is referring to a garbage 

dump that is in the courtyard, to which the child sometimes has 

access. Feces in a place designated for garbage are no more dis- 
gusting than their surroundings, and therefore it is prohibited to 

move the feces. 


And we also learned in the mishna that one may cover a scorpion 

with a bowl on Shabbat so that it will not bite. Rabbi Yehoshua 

ben Levi said: All harmful creatures are killed on Shabbat. Rav 
Yosef raised an objection to this from the following baraita: Five 

creatures may be killed even on Shabbat, and they are: The 

poisonous fly that is in the land of Egypt,’ and the hornet that 

is in Ninveh, and the scorpion that is in Hadyab, and the snake 

that is in Eretz Yisrael, and a mad dog in any place. The Ge- 
mara clarifies this: In accordance with whose opinion is this ba- 
raita? If you say it is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda, didn’t he say that one is liable for a prohibited labor that 
is not needed for its own sake, and it is therefore prohibited to 

kill even these creatures? Rather, is it not in accordance with the 

opinion of Rabbi Shimon, and these are those creatures that it 
is permitted to kill; others, no, it is not permitted to kill? 


Rabbi Yirmeya said: And who will say to us that this baraita is 
accurate? Perhaps it is corrupted," and an objection cannot be 
raised from it. Rav Yosef said: I taught the baraita and raised an 
objection from it, and I will answer it as follows: Rabbi Ye- 
hoshua ben Levi permitted killing all harmful creatures on Shab- 
bat when they are running after him; as in that case the danger 
is real, and therefore it is permitted to kill them according to all 
opinions. 


The tanna who recited tannaitic literature before Rava bar Rav 
Huna taught a baraita: One who kills snakes and scorpions on 
Shabbat, the spirit of the pious is not pleased with him. Rava 
bar Rav Huna said to him: And with regard to those pious, the 
spirit of the Sages is not pleased with them, as snakes and scor- 
pions harm people. The Gemara comments: And this statement 
disagrees with the opinion of Rav Huna, for Rav Huna saw a 
person killing a hornet on Shabbat and said to him: Have you 
finished killing all the hornets? This indicates that he was not 
pleased with him. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: One who snakes and scorpions 

happened before him, ifhe killed them, it is clear that they hap- 
pened before him in order for him to kill them. Ifhe did not kill 

them it is clear that they happened before him in order for them 

to kill him, but a miracle from heaven transpired for him and 

he was saved. Ulla said, and some say it was Rabba bar bar Hana 

who said that Rabbi Yohanan said: This is referring to when they 

were touching and brushing up against him (Rabbeinu Hananel), 
as in that case if they cause him no harm, it is surely a miracle that 

saved him. 
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Rabbi Abba bar Kahana said: One time, a snake fell into 
the study hall on Shabbat, and a Nabatean [Nivati]' stood 
and killed it. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said: One of its type 
killed it." 


A dilemma was raised before the Sages: When Rabbi Ye- 
huda HaNasi said: One of its type killed it, did he mean 
that he acted properly or not? Come and hear a resolution 
to this dilemma from that which was related about Rabbi 
Abba, son of Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba, and Rabbi Zeira, who 
were sitting in the courtyard of Rabbi Yannai’s house. A 
matter emerged from among them, and they raised a 
dilemma before Rabbi Yannai: What is the ruling with 
regard to killing snakes and scorpions on Shabbat? He 
said to them: I would kill a hornet, all the more so would 
[killa snake or a scorpion, as they are more dangerous and 
it is permitted to kill them. The Gemara rejects this: There 
is no conclusive proof from this, as perhaps it is only permit- 
ted when one steps on it innocently as he is walking, so that 
it does not appear to others that he intended to step on it. 
As Rav Yehuda said: With regard to spittle on Shabbat, one 
may trample it" innocently and need not be concerned 
about the prohibitions of smoothing or leveling holes. And 
Rav Sheshet said: With regard to a snake, one may trample 
it innocently. And Rav Ketina said: With regard to a 
scorpion, one may trample it innocently. 


The Gemara relates: Abba bar Marta, who is Abba bar Man- 
yomi, owed money to members of the Exilarch’s house- 
hold. They brought him to the house of the Exilarch on 
Shabbat and they tormented him to force him to pay. There 
was spittle there. The Exilarch said to the members of his 
household: Bring me a vessel and place it over the spittle 
so that people will not step on it. Abba bar Manyomi said 
to them: You need not do so, as Rav Yehuda said as fol- 
lows: With regard to spittle, one may trample it innocent- 
ly. The Exilarch said to the members of his household: He 
is a Torah scholar,” leave him alone. 


Apropos Rabbi Abba bar Kahana, the Gemara cites addi- 
tional statements of his. Rabbi Abba bar Kahana said that 
Rabbi Hanina said: With regard to the candlesticks’ of 
the house of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi," it is permitted to 
move them on Shabbat. It was not clear what the nature of 
these candlesticks was, and Rabbi Zeira said to him: Is this 
referring to candlesticks that are small, which are moved 


with one hand, or even to those that are moved with two 
hands? 


NOTES 


One of its type killed it — ia x¥ia ja yas: This can be un- 
derstood as encouragement: The person killed the snake that 
sought to harm someone like himself. On the other hand, it can 
be interpreted as derision: The snake was killed by someone 
comparable to a snake. 


A Torah scholar — pava KAN¥: Although the servants of the Exi- 
larch were generally considered sinners, as a rule, they respect- 
ed the Sages. At the very least, they would not have dared to 
torment a Torah scholar in the presence of the Exilarch himself. 


With regard to spittle one may trample it — ipti pit: One 
may not stomp on spittle that is on the ground, as it appears as 
though he is smoothing out the ground. However, it is permit- 
ted to tread on spittle while walking naturally. This ruling is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 21:2; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
316:11). 


HALAKHA 


Moving candlesticks — nivins Tiho: The rationale for the 
prohibition against moving candlesticks on Shabbat is not due 
to the fact that they are set-aside. Rather, the concern is with 
regard to candelabra that are made with joints. If moved, these 
candelabra may break into their component parts and one 
might come to reassemble them, which is prohibited on Shab- 
bat. This is also the reason for the rabbinic prohibition against 
moving candelabra that appear to be made of component 
parts. 


Candlesticks of the house of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi - nivina 
2703 by: One may not carry a candelabrum with compo- 
nent parts on Shabbat, whether large or small. This prohibition 
includes candelabra that appear to have component parts. It 
is permitted to carry a lamp that does not come apart, like the 
candlesticks of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 26:11; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 279:7). 


LANGUAGE 

Nabatean [Nivati] — *ny2: Some linguists explain that the 
origin of this word is the Hebrew naveh, meaning oasis or 
beautiful place. A Nivati, then, is one who lives in a beautiful 
place. Alternatively, it could refer to who comes from the city 
of Naveh east of the Jordan River. According to the Arukh, the 
word Nivati means Nabatean, referring to a Jew who lives in 
the land of the Nabateans. 


BACKGROUND 
Candlestick - vina: Candlesticks from the mishnaic period, 
such as the one in the illustration below, were very large and 
heavy and could only be carried with both hands. 


Large candlestick from Pompeii, from the mishnaic period 
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NOTES 


Like those from your father’s house - ma bw (pixa 
‘pars: Most commentaries explain that the candlesticks 
belonging to Rabbi Zeira’s father were large. They ar- 
rived at this conclusion because Rabbi Zeira’s father was 
he king's executor and a wealthy man, who certainly 
owned large vessels. The uncertainty with regard to 
he household of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi was whether or 
not Rabbi Abba bar Kahana was referring to the small 
candlesticks that were there (Ramban). The matter of 
he sedan chairs can be explained in a similar manner. 


If a gentile drew water to give his animal to drink - 
imaga mipwad on xn: Some commentaries explain 
hat it is inconsequential whether the gentile actually 
draws the water for his own animal, and this example 
is used simply because there tend to be many people 
around when itis time to give the animals water to drink 
(Ran). Other commentaries explain that this example 
is cited because only in that case is there a concern 
that the gentile may draw extra water for other people's 
animals. However, if the gentile draws water to drink 
himself, there is no cause for concern (Rosh; see Tosafot). 


HALAKHA 


Wine with one seal - 1m% onina p»: If a cask of wine 

in the hands of a gentile i is closed with only one seal, 

one may not drink it. However, one may benefit from 

it. Some authorities permit consuming the wine in that 
case. The Rema writes that it is permitted after the fact 
(Rema based on Rabbeinu Tam). No proof can be cited 

from the case of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi because the gen- 
tile feared the Nasi and dared not open the wine vessels 

(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 13:10; 

Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 130:2). 


Ifa gentile kindled a lamp - %7 n% pow tiä: Ifa gen- 
tile kindled a lamp for a Jew on Shabbat, it is prohibited 

for the Jew to benefit from it. This applies to other Jews 
as well, even if the lamp was not kindled for them. If the 
gentile kindled the lamp for himself, a Jew may benefit 
from its light. This is also the halakha with regard to other 
actions prohibited on Shabbat (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 6:2; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 276:1). 


If a gentile collected grass - wawy opnan ‘a: If a 
gentile collects grass or performs other actions that are 
prohibited for Jews on Shabbat, it is permitted for a Jew 
to benefit from the act, provided that the gentile does 
not know the Jew. The rationale is that in that case there 
is no concern that the gentile may perform additional 
labor for the Jew's benefit. However, if the gentile knows 
the Jew, benefit may be derived only after Shabbat, after 
the time that it takes to perform the action has passed 
(Mishna Berura; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
6:2; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 325:1). 


BACKGROUND 
A ramp of a ship - 15D waa: 


oy 


Greek picture of a ship with a gangplank 
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Rabbi Abba bar Kahana said to him: They are like those from your 
father’s house, which are large (Tosafot)." 


And Rabbi Abba bar Kahana said that Rabbi Hanina said: The 
sedan chairs of the house of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi may be moved 
on Shabbat. Rabbi Zeira said to Rabbi Abba bar Kahana: Are you 
referring to sedan chairs that can be moved by one person or 
those that can be only moved by two people? He said to him: They 
are like those from your father’s house. 


And Rabbi Abba bar Kahana said: Rabbi Hanina permitted the 
members of the household of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi to drink 
wine transported in a gentile’s wagons even though the wine was 
sealed only with one seal." He was not concerned that perhaps the 
gentile may have opened the barrel and poured wine libations to 
idolatry from it or touched it, which would prohibit drinking it. 
Rabbi Abba bar Kahana adds: And I do not know if that is because 
Rabbi Hanina holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Eliezer, who permits drinking wine from a gentile that was pro- 
tected by a single seal, or if it was because the gentile would not 
dare to open these specific casks due fear of the household of the 
Nasi, but in general Rabbi Hanina prohibited drinking wine pro- 
tected by a single seal. 


MISHNA Ifa gentile kindled a lamp" on Shabbat for 


his own purposes, a Jew also uses its light; 
and if the gentile kindled it for a Jew, the Sages prohibited to 
utilize its light. Similarly, if a gentile drew water from a well in the 
public domain to give his animal to drink," a Jew gives his own 
animal to drink after him from the same water; and ifhe drew the 
water initially for the benefit of a Jew, it is prohibited for a Jew to 
give his animal to drink from that water. Similarly, if a gentile made 
a ramp’ on Shabbat to disembark from a ship, a Jew disembarks 
after him; and if he made the ramp for a Jew, it is prohibited. 
There was an incident in which Rabban Gamliel and the Elders 
were traveling on a ship and a gentile made a ramp on Shabbat 
in order to disembark from the ship on it; and Rabban Gamliel 
and the Elders disembarked on it as well. 


GEMARA The Gemara comments: And it was neces- 


sary to teach this halakha in all these cases. 
As, had it taught us only the halakha with regard to alamp, I would 
have said that this is the halakha because the light of a lamp for 
one is the light of a lamp for one hundred people. There is no need 
to kindle multiple lamps for multiple people; the light of one can- 
dle suffices for many. Therefore, it is permitted to use the light of a 
lamp kindled by a gentile. However, with regard to water, there is 
room to issue a decree against benefitting from the gentile’s efforts, 
lest one come to increase the amount of water he draws for a Jew, 
even without stating that intention. The Gemara asks: And why do 
Ineed the mishna to mention that it is permitted to use the ramp? 
The Gemara answers: It taught us the case of the ramp to cite the 
incident involving Rabban Gamliel and the Elders to indicate that 
they followed this ruling in practice. 


The Sages taught: If a gentile collected grass" on Shabbat for 
himself, in order to feed his animal, a Jew may feed his own animal 
after him, and if he collected it for the benefit of a Jew, it is pro- 
hibited. If he drew water to give his animal to drink, a Jew may 
give water to his own animal to drink after him, and if he drew it 
for the benefit of a Jew it is prohibited. In what case is this state- 
ment, that if the gentile acted for himself it is permitted for a Jew 
to benefit, said? When the gentile does not know him; however, 
if the gentile knows him, it is prohibited, as in that case, he cer- 
tainly intended to benefit his Jewish acquaintance as well. 
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The Gemara asks: Is that so? Didn’t Rav Huna say that Rabbi 
Hanina said: One may position his animal over grass on Shabbat," 
even grass that is growing in the ground, and there is no concern 
lest he detach the grass and feed the animal; however, he may not 
position the animal over an item that is set aside‘ on Shabbat, since 
there is concern lest one lift the item with his hand. The grass that 
the gentile collects for himself is certainly set aside, so why may the 
Jew feed it to his animal? The Gemara answers: Indeed, a Jew may 
not position his animal over the grass that a gentile picked; he may 
only position it in before the grass at a distance, and the animal 
goes on its own and eats. 


We learned above that the Master said: In what case is this state- 
ment, that if the gentile acted for himself it is permitted for a Jew to 
benefit, said? When the gentile does not know him; however, if 
the gentile knows him, it is prohibited. The Gemara asks: How- 
ever, in the incident involving Rabban Gamliel and the ship, it is a 
case where the gentile knows him as they traveled together on the 
ship. Abaye said: The action was not performed in Rabban Gam- 
liel’s presence, and since the gentile had not seen him he intended 
to make it only for himself. Rava said: Even if you say that the 
gentile made the ramp in his presence, that is irrelevant because a 
lamp for one is a lamp for one hundred;" similarly, with regard to 
aramp, once the gentile constructs it for his own use it can be used 
by others with no further adjustments. 


The Gemara raises an objection to Rava’s statement based on the 
Tosefta: Rabban Gamliel said to them: Since he made it not in our 
presence, we will disembark on it. Rabban Gamliel made use of 
the ramp only for this reason, contrary to Rava’s explanation. The 
Gemara rejects this: Say the Tosefta in an emended form: Rabban 
Gamliel said to them: Since he made it, we will disembark on it. 


Come and hear proof from another baraita with regard to the dis- 
pute between Abaye and Rava: With regard to a city where both 
Jews and gentiles live and there was a bathhouse in it" in which 
there is bathing on Shabbat, if the majority of the city’s residents 
are gentiles, it is permitted to bathe in the bathhouse immedi- 
ately after Shabbat because the bathhouse was heated on Shabbat 
to serve the gentiles. However, if there is a majority of Jews in the 
city, one waits after Shabbat for a period of time sufficient for them 
to heat the hot water so as not to benefit from prohibited labor 
performed on Shabbat. Apparently, even when an action is not 
performed in the presence of a Jew, there is concern that it may have 
been performed for the benefit of Jews. The Gemara rejects this 
proof: There, in the case of the baraita, when they heat the water, 
they heat it with the majority of the city’s inhabitants in mind, and 
the owner of the bathhouse sets the heating schedule to service the 
majority. 


Come and hear a proof from the following baraita: With regard to 
a lamp kindled at a banquet" in which several people are participat- 
ing, if the majority of those present are gentiles it is permitted for 
a Jew to utilize its light, and if the majority of those present are 
Jews it is prohibited, as in that case, the lamp was certainly lit for 
the Jews’ benefit. If those present are half Jews and half gentiles, it 
is prohibited. Since they are participating in the same banquet, the 
gentile certainly knows the Jew. Why, then, is it permitted for a Jew 
to utilize the light of the lamp even when the majority of those pres- 
ent are gentiles? The Gemara rejects this proof: There, too, when 
they kindle the lamp, 


NOTES 


However, not over an item that is set aside - 133 by x bax 
ypa: The geonim explain that the reference here is not to an 
item that is set-aside but to a place, known as muktze, in one’s 
courtyard designated for laying out fruits to dry. With regard to 
the Gemara's discussion, it is permitted to position one’s animal 
over grass growing from the ground. Just as there is no problem 


with the animal severing grass from the ground (see Josafot), 


there is also no concern lest one uproot the grass to feed the 
animal due to the severity of the category of prohibited labor 
of reaping. However, with regard to items that are set-aside, 
which is a rabbinic prohibition, the Sages were concerned lest 
one move the object because the prohibition of moving items 
that are set-aside is not as severe. Therefore, they prohibited 
positioning an animal directly over set-aside items. 


HALAKHA 


One may position his animal over grass on Shabbat - 
nawa vwy v3 by inna DIN Way: A person may posi- 
tion his animal over grass growing in the ground without 
concern lest he pull out grass to feed the animal. However, 
it is prohibited to position an animal over an object that is 
set-aside. Nonetheless, it is permitted to position the animal 
near the set-aside item and allow the animal to approach the 
object by itself, in accordance with the opinion of Rav Huna 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 21:36; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 324713). 


A lamp for one is a lamp for one hundred - 13 any ap) 
med: If a gentile performed a labor on Shabbat for himself, 
it is permitted for a Jew to benefit from it provided that 
no further effort is necessary for others to benefit from it. 
Examples of this are kindling a lamp and the lowering a 
ramp. This applies even if the gentile knows the Jew (Ram- 
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 6:4; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 325:11). 


A bathhouse in a city in which Jews and gentiles live — 
ADIN OTT miy Sew ‘ya yma: If there is a bathhouse 

that operates on Shabbat in a city where both Jews and 

gentiles reside, it may be used by Jews immediately after 

Shabbat if the majority of the city’s inhabitants are gentiles. If 
the majority or half of the city’s residents are Jews, one must 

wait after Shabbat for the period of time it would take to heat 

the bath before using it (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 6:7; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 326:13). 


A lamp kindled at a banquet - napa pon 33: When Jews 
and gentiles are gathered together on Shabbat and a gentile 
kindles a lamp, the Jews are permitted to benefit from the 
light if the majority of people present are gentiles. If the ma- 
jority or half of those in attendance are Jews, the Jews may 
not benefit from the light (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 6:4; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 276:2). 
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NOTES 
Shmuel happened to come to the house of Avin Toran - 
nia pax rb yop bnw: According to the Jerusalem 
Talmud, Avin Toran was a Persian who hosted Shmuel. 
Therefore, Shmuel was concerned that the gentile kindled 
the lamp for him. 


HALAKHA 
A gentile who performs an act for himself - mwiyit "a 
inyy pish: If a gentile kindles a lamp for his own use 
on Shabbat, a Jew is permitted to benefit from its light 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 276:2). 
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they kindle it with the majority of the those present at the 
banquet in mind. When the majority of those present are gen- 
tiles, it is permitted. 


The Gemara relates that Shmuel happened to come to the 
house of Avin Toran." A certain gentile came and kindled a 
lamp. Shmuel turned his face back away from the lamp in order 
to avoid benefitting from the light. When Shmuel saw that the 
gentile brought a document and was reading it, he said: He 
kindled it with his own benefit in mind." He turned his face 
back toward the lamp. 
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The halakhic principles presented in this chapter are based upon the idea that extin- 
guishing a fire on Shabbat is biblically prohibited. In these circumstances, the fire 
poses no danger to human life. There are significant differences between the rules 
described in the Talmud and what is actual halakhic practice nowadays, for two main 
reasons. The risk to human life has increased, both because of the way houses are 
built and because of the prevalence of combustible materials in private homes. Also, 
most halakhic authorities have concluded that extinguishing a fire only involves a 
rabbinic prohibition. 


At any rate, the conclusions reached in this chapter were as follows: One can rescue 
from a fire on Shabbat only those materials that are essential for human consump- 
tion or use on that Shabbat, that are not detectable by an observer as superfluous 
materials, and whose rescue constitutes no additional burden. 


For many of the materials mentioned in this chapter, one can employ stratagems to 
rescue more than what would otherwise be permitted. This is because the core of 
the prohibition is based only upon rabbinic decree, and the Sages did not institute 
additional stringencies in these matters. 


Since this chapter discussed the rescue of sacred writings and elucidated many laws 
concerning under what circumstances rescuing them is permissible, it also elucidated 
which texts are not included in the category of holy writings. 


In connection with the subject of fire, various other problems arose, e.g., is it permis- 
sible to use objects gentiles produced on Shabbat, either while they were extinguish- 
ing a fire or through other means. Here too, an underlying principle was established 
that forms the basis of many laws. Essentially, anything produced through an act 
that was not performed directly at a Jew’s behest or that was originally performed 
for the sole benefit of the gentile himself is permissible for a Jew to use, even if the 
act was performed on Shabbat. But it is prohibited for a Jew to use an item a gentile 
produced on Shabbat on the Jew’s behalf, even if he did not explicitly request that 
the gentile do so. All the more so is this the case if the Jew instructed the gentile to 
perform labor on his behalf. 


Requesting that a gentile perform labor on Shabbat constitutes a transgression of a 
shevut, a rabbinic prohibition. 


Summary of 
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This chapter is devoted to a thorough analysis of the prohibition against handling 
items that are muktze, set aside from use on Shabbat. This halakha has already been 
mentioned several times in tractate Shabbat, but it has not yet been addressed in a 
systematic and thorough fashion. The prohibition applies to items that one has men- 
tally set aside from using on Shabbat for some reason, meaning that one assumes he 
will not use them over the course of Shabbat. 


It is not entirely clear why handling items that have been set aside is prohibited. Some 
have explained that the decree against handling such items serves as a protective 
measure to ensure that one will not perform prohibited labors on Shabbat. If one 
may not handle the items used to perform prohibited labors, one will not perform the 
prohibited labors themselves. Others have suggested that the prohibition is meant 
to protect against violation of the prohibited labor of carrying from one domain to 
another. By limiting one’s ability to handle a large number of items, the Sages sought 
to decrease the likelihood that one would carry items between domains. 


Halakhic discussions generally focus on three types of set-aside [muktze] items: 
Items set aside because of repulsiveness, items set aside because of function, and 
items set aside because of monetary loss. The first group includes things that are not 
generally used or handled, either because they are dirty or because they are repulsive 
for some other reason. The second group includes objects whose primary function 
is for an activity that constitutes a prohibited labor on Shabbat. The third group 
includes items that are generally used only for a particular activity that is prohibited 
on Shabbat, and the owner of these items is careful not to use them for any other 
purpose, due to a concern that they will be damaged and he will suffer a financial loss. 


This chapter cites the opinions of the tanna’im and a variety of different views with 
regard to the categories of items that are set-aside and that therefore are fully or par- 
tially forbidden to be handled on Shabbat. It also establishes the halakhic conclusions 
that are to be drawn based upon these opinions. 


The laws and principles of the prohibition of set-aside form the primary subject 
matter of this chapter, but the topic is not exhausted here. Various aspects of this 
prohibition will be addressed in later chapters. 


Introduction to 
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MI S H N A All vessels may be moved on Shabbat, and their 


doors, which are part of these vessels, along with 
them," even if they were dismantled on Shabbat," as the doors of these 
vessels are unlike the doors of the house. It is prohibited to make use of 
the doors of a house on Shabbat, even if they were removed from the 
entrance, because they are not prepared from before Shabbat. 


Likewise a person may move a mallet, which is generally used for labor 
prohibited on Shabbat," to crack nuts with it. Likewise, one may move 
an axe, a tool generally used to chop wood, to cut a cake of figs with it. 
So too, one may move a saw to cut cheese with it. Similarly, one may 
move a spade to scoop dried figs with it. 


One may also move a winnowing shovel and a pitchfork, both of which 
are designated for use with crops in a barn, to place food on it for a child. 
One is likewise permitted to take a reed or a shuttle from a spindle, ordi- 
narily used for weaving, in order to insert it into food like a fork. One is 
permitted to move an ordinary hand needle used for sewing clothes to 
extract a thorn with it, and one may move a sack maker’s needle’ to 


open the door with it. 

G E M A The mishna states: All vessels may be moved, 
and even if they were dismantled on Shabbat. 

Should we learn from here that there is only a question with regard to 

vessels which were dismantled on Shabbat, and that there is no need to 

mention vessels detached during the week, as it is certainly permitted to 

carry them on Shabbat? 


On the contrary, if they were dismantled on Shabbat it can be said that 
the parts of the vessel were prepared for use at the onset of Shabbat, due 
to their being attached to their original vessels’ from which they were 
removed. However, if they were detached during the week, at the onset 
of Shabbat they would not have been prepared for use, due to their being 
detached from their original vessels from which they were removed. 


Abaye said that this is what the mishna is saying: All vessels may be 
moved on Shabbat along with their doors. And even ifthey came apart 
during the week, they may be moved on Shabbat. 


The Sages taught: With regard to the door of a chest, or of a box, or of 
a closet," one may remove them from their hinges on Shabbat, but he 
may not restore them to their original places. And with regard to the door 
of a chicken coop, one may neither move it nor restore it to its place. 


Granted, in the case of a chicken coop the tanna holds: Since the coop 
is attached to the ground, there is a prohibition against building on the 
ground and there is a prohibition against dismantling on the ground. 
Consequently when one dismantles or restores the door he has performed 
the prohibited labor of building. However, in the case of the door of a 
chest, or a box, or a closet, what does he hold? 


If the tanna holds that there is a prohibition against building with regard 
to vessels, then there is also a prohibition against dismantling with re- 
gard to vessels" and it should be prohibited to remove the door. And if 
there is no prohibition against dismantling with regard to vessels and 
it is permitted to remove the door, then there should also be no prohibi- 
tion against building with regard to vessels. Why, then, is it prohibited 
to restore a door to its original place? 


Abaye said: Actually, he holds that there is a prohibition against build- 
ing with regard to vessels and there is also a prohibition against disman- 
tling with regard to vessels. To resolve the difficulty, emend the text. 
Rather than saying: One may remove them, it is saying: The doors of a 
chest, or a box, or a closet that were already removed may not be restored. 
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HALAKHA 


All vessels may be moved on Shabbat, and 
their doors with them - nawa phen obaa bp 
jay rpnindt: It is permitted to move doors 
that were removed from vessels that may be 
moved on Shabbat, whether the doors were 
removed during the week or on Shabbat (Ram- 
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 22:25; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 308:8). 


A utensil whose primary function is for a 
prohibited use - nod inaraw bp: It is per- 
mitted to move a utensil whose primary func- 
tion is for a prohibited use, e.g., a hammer, for 
the purpose of performing a labor permitted 
on Shabbat, e.g., cracking nuts, in accordance 
with the mishna and with Rava's explanation 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 22:7; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 308:3). 


The door of a chest, or of a box, or of a closet — 
Sas bw ten bw) aw dw nbs: Itis permitted 

o remove the doors from chests, boxes, and 

closets on Shabbat. However, it is forbidden 

by rabbinic decree to restore them, lest one fix 
hem in place firmly, which is prohibited as the 

work of a craftsman. It is forbidden to remove or 
o replace the door of a chicken coop or other 
structures connected to the ground, due to 

he prohibitions against building and disman- 
ling, as per Rava’s explanation and the Tosefta 

(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 308:9). 


There is building with regard to vessels, there 

is dismantling with regard to vessels — jaw» 
m>pa mynd w’ pa: There is no prohibition 

against building or dismantling vessels on Shab- 
bat. It is permitted to dismantle and reassemble 

a vessel that comes apart, provided this requires 

no exertion or craftsmanship (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 22:26; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 314:1). 


NOTES 

They were dismantled on Shabbat - sp1sn3w 
naga: The commentaries dispute whether or 
not the phrase: On Shabbat, appears in the 
mishna. Most subscribe to the version that 
includes the phrase. Otherwise, it would be dif- 
ficult to explain that the Gemara introduced the 
possibility that the vessels were dismantled on 
Shabbat, only to reject it (Tosefot Rid). 


Due to their original vessels — 23 by pan 
14x: Tosafot raise the suggestion that based 
on the Gemara below, the opposite is true. Spe- 
cifically, when vessels break on Shabbat eve it 
should be permitted to carry the shards. The 
Me'iri explains that if the vessel is whole, the 
status of part of it can be defined by the whole. 
However, if the vessel is broken, the status of 
individual parts cannot be defined by the main 
part of the vessel. 


BACKGROUND 
A sack maker's needle — Dx pb vma: 


ee 


[3 


Sack maker's needle from mishnaic era, Eretz Yisrael 
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NOTES 
Lest one fix it firmly in place - ypy xow: 
Some commentaries explain the meaning 
of this phrase as: Lest one insert a nail or 
stake to fix the door firmly in its place (Rab- 
beinu Hananel). 


And a winnowing shovel or a pitchfork 
in order to place food for a child on it - 
Typ? voy nn? what me) nn Mg): The 
father places the food on a winnowing 
shovel because he is impure and does not 
want to render the food that he is feeding 
his child impure by touching it with his 
hands (Meiri). 
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Daf123 Amuda 


HALAKHA 

Moving a pestle - by bbe: It is permit- 
ted to move a pestle designated for crush- 
ing groats, which is a prohibited labor on 
Shabbat, in order to use it for cutting meat. 
However, it is prohibited to move it for a 
different purpose (Shu/han Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 499:5). 


NOTES 


One designates a place for them - 1172 
Dipa b: To designate a place means that 
one makes sure that the object remains in 
place and that no one touches it. Therefore, 
the object in question can be utilized only 
for a specific action, and is set aside from 
use for any other activity. This category 
of set-aside, which will be addressed at 
length, is referred to as: Set-aside due to 
monetary loss. 
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Rava said to him: There are two possible responses with which your state- 
ment can be rejected. One is that it is taught in the baraita: One may re- 
move them, ab initio. And furthermore, what is the meaning of: But one 

may not restore them? According to your emendation, what is the meaning 
of the word, but, in this context? Rather, Rava said: The tanna holds that 
there is no prohibition against building with regard to vessels and there 

is no prohibition against dismantling with regard to vessels, and so why 
did the tanna rule one may not restore the door? It is due to a decree lest 
one fix it firmly in place" in the manner of a full-fledged prohibited labor, 
completing the production process of a vessel. 


The mishna states: A person may take a mallet on Shabbat in order to crack 
nuts with it. Rav Yehuda said: The type of hammer in this case is a hammer 
designated for nuts to crack nuts with it, but blacksmiths’ hammers, no, 
they may not be used. 


That tanna holds that using an object whose primary function is for a 
prohibited use, even for the purpose of utilizing the object itself to per- 
form a permitted action, is prohibited. 


Rabba said to him: But if what you say is so, how do you reconcile this 
with the latter clause of the mishna in which it is taught: And a winnowing 
shovel or a pitchfork in order to place food for a child on it;" are a win- 
nowing shovel and a pitchfork designated for use by a child? Rather, 
Rabba said: The mishna should be interpreted as follows: One may use a 
blacksmiths’ hammer on Shabbat to crack nuts with it. 


The tanna holds: 


Using an object whose primary function is for a prohibited use, for the 
purpose of utilizing the object itself to perform a permitted action, is per- 
mitted. 


Abaye raised an objection to the opinion of Rabba from the Tosefta: A 
mortar, if it still has garlic in it, one may move it on Shabbat, and if not, 
one may not move it. Apparently, under no circumstances may a mortar 
be used, even for an action that is generally permitted on Shabbat, because 
the mortar’s primary function is prohibited. 


Abaye said to him: In accordance with whose opinion is this baraita? It is 
the opinion of Rabbi Nehemya, who says: A vessel may not be moved on 
Shabbat except for the purpose of its designated use. 


Abaye raised another objection to Rabba’s opinion. We learned in a mish- 
na that Beit Shammai say: One may not take a large pestle from a mortar, 
which is typically used for a prohibited action, in order to cut meat on it" 
for the purpose of a Festival. And Beit Hillel permit doing so due to the 
mitzva of rejoicing on the Festival. And everyone agrees that if one cut 
meat on it for the purpose of the Festival, that it is then prohibited to move 
it because there is no further need for it on the Festival. Apparently, it is 
prohibited to use an object whose primary function is for a prohibited use, 
even to perform a permitted action. 


Initially, Rabba thought to respond to Abaye's objection by saying that this 
mishna, too, is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Nehemya, that a 
vessel may only be moved on Shabbat for the purpose of its designated use. 
However, he changed his mind once he heard that which Rav Hinana bar 
Shelemya said in the name of Rav: Everyone agrees in the case of laun- 
derers’ pins, presses, and clothing rods (Arukh), that since one is par- 
ticular about them to ensure that they remain intact, he designates a place 
for them and does not move them for other purposes. Therefore, everyone 
agrees that it is prohibited to move them. Here, too, the mortar and pestle 
are specifically designated for a particular use and one designates a place 
for them;" therefore, it is prohibited to move them. 
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It was stated that there was another amoraic dispute on this topic. 
Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba said that Rabbi Yohanan said: It was with 
regard to the hammer of goldsmiths" that we learned it may be 
used to crack nuts. Although the goldsmith is particular about en- 
suring that the hammer remains smooth and avoids using it for any 
purpose other than its particular use, nevertheless, it was allowed 
to be used for other permitted actions. Rav Shemen bar Abba said: 
It was with regard to the hammer of spice merchants’ that we 
learned it may be used to crack nuts. 


The Gemara explains: The one who said it is permitted to crack nuts 
on Shabbat using the hammer of spice merchants, all the more so 
that it is permitted to use a hammer typically used by goldsmiths. 
However, the one who said that it is only permitted to use a hammer 
used by goldsmiths, but with regard to the hammer of spice mer- 
chants, the merchant is particular about it and would not allow it 
to be used for cracking nuts. Use for other purposes would cause 
the hammer to absorb foreign smells, which would ruin the spices. 


And we learned in the mishna: one may move a reed or a shut- 
tle [karkar]" in order to stick it into food. The Sages taught in a 
baraita: With regard to an unripe fig that one buried in straw to 
accelerate its ripening, and likewise with regard to a cake that one 
buried in coals" in order to heat it, if part of it is exposed, it is 
permitted to move it on Shabbat. And if not, and it was com- 
pletely covered, it is prohibited to move it lest one come to carry 
straw or coals, which are set-aside, along with it. It is prohibited for 
one to move set-aside objects or to cause them to be moved. 


Rabbi Elazar ben Tadai says: One may insert a reed or a shuttle 
into an unripe fig or a cake that is buried in coals to remove it from 
its place, and the straw and the coals are shaken off on their own. 
Rav Nahman says:" The halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Elazar ben Tadai. 


The Gemara asks: Is that to say that Rav Nahman holds: Moving 
an object in an atypical manner is not considered to be a bona fide 
act of moving and is permitted on Shabbat? Didn’t Rav Nahman 
say: This radish that was buried in the dirt to protect it, if it was 
inserted from the top to bottom, i.e., the wider part of the radish is 
closer to the surface and the narrower part is farther, itis permitted 
to remove it from the dirt. If it was inserted from bottom to top, 
and the wider part was farther from the surface, it is prohibited 
because he thereby moves the dirt. Apparently, Rav Nahman pro- 
hibits moving set-aside items even if one does so in an atypical 
manner. The Gemara answers: Rav Nahman reversed his opinion 
with regard to that halakha of the radish. 


We learned in the mishna: One is permitted to take an ordinary 
hand needle used for sewing clothes to extract a thorn with it. 
Rava, son of Rabba, sent the following question to Rav Yosef: Let 
our teacher teach us: With regard to a needle whose eye or point 
was removed, what is its legal status, i.e., is moving it on Shabbat 
permitted? 


Rav Yosef said to him: You already learned the answer to that ques- 
tion in the mishna: One is permitted to take an ordinary hand 
needle used for sewing clothes to extract a thorn with it. And what 
does the thorn that is stuck in his flesh care whether the needle 
has an eye or whether it does not have an eye? Since the needle is 
suited for that purpose, it is permitted to move it. 


A cake that was buried in coals - Dobma maw ATM: Rashi 
emphasizes that these coals were extinguished and the only 
remaining concern is the prohibition of set-aside. Others explain 
that even if the coals are smoldering, it is permitted to remove 
the cake, as the possibility that the coals will ignite or be extin- 


guished is not inevitable (Tosefot Rid). 


Rav Nahman’s opinion — pam 31 ww: Some commentaries 


NOTES 


state that the question with regard to the opinion of Rav Nahman 
does not emerge directly from the statement of Rabbi Elazar 
ben Tadai. Rather, since Rav Nahman ruled in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, he certainly also accepted that part 
of the opinion of the Rabbis which permits removing an object 
partially covered in a set-aside substance if part of the object is 
uncovered, and without distinguishing between which of the 
different parts of the object remains covered (Tosefot Rid). 


rom the publisher 


HALAKHA 
The hammer of goldsmiths - pam by DNP: It is permit- 
ted to carry a goldsmith’s hammer on Shabbat to use for a 
permitted activity, when no permitted utensil is available 
(Mishna Berura; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
25:7; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 308:3). 


An unripe fig that one buried in straw and a cake that 
one buried in coals — may ATI Jana Aww ma 
Dba: It is permitted to skewer food items ‘buried in 
a set-aside substance to remove the food, even though 
the set-aside substance moves along with it, because 
the set-aside substance is moved in an atypical manner 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 25:15; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 311:9). 


BACKGROUND 
Hammer of goldsmiths - pany Dip: 


Goldsmith's hammer 


Hammer of spice merchants - owa bw Dp: 


Hammer used for spices 


Shuttle — 1373: 


Shuttle, which holds the woof threads, being thrown between the warp 
threads 


LANGUAGE 


Shuttle [karkar] - 1272: From the Greek xepxi, kerkis, or 
kepxidoc, kerkidos, meaning shuttle or sharply pointed 
stick used for weaving, as well as any type of pointed rod. 
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NOTES 


The matter of ritual impurity and Shabbat - ngaw py 
naw: Although there are distinctions between the halakhot 
of Shabbat and the halakhot of ritual impurity, an item that is 
no longer considered a vessel with regard to ritual impurity 
is not considered a utensil with regard to Shabbat either. 
Indeed, the shard of a broken utensil is set-aside, unless it 
was designated for a use permitted on Shabbat. 


Aligning the limbs of an infant — s7712 *3ipx: Some com- 
mentaries explain that this term does indeed mean aligning 
an infant's limbs. However, it is not referring to a newborn 
infant, as aligning the limbs of a newborn is certainly per- 
mitted, due to the potential risk to its life if its limbs are not 
aligned. Consequently, it must be referring to a somewhat 
older infant (Meiri). According to the geonim, this is referring 
to the epiglottis, which was dislocated and prevented the 
child from swallowing. That is the reason it was compared to 
afiktoizin, either because this too may cause vomiting (Rosh) 
or because the purpose of this procedure, like vomiting, is to 
restore digestive function (Rashba). 


HALAKHA 

A needle, whether it is perforated, etc. - 131 7p) pa omna: 
It is permitted to move an intact needle on Shabbat to re- 
move a thorn. However, if the point or the eye of the needle 
was removed, it is prohibited to move it. It is permitted to 
move a new needle, which has not yet been perforated, to 
remove a thorn. The halakha is in accordance with the opin- 
ions of Rava and Abaye (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 311:8; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 308:1). 


Aligning the limbs of an infant - x2 3px: It is permitted 
to align the limbs of an infant on Shabbat with one’s hands 
(Mishna Berura), if the limbs were dislocated at birth. In the 
Magen Avraham it is explained that it is permitted specifi- 
cally on the day of birth, but afterward it is prohibited. Many 
authorities disagree and permit aligning the infant's limbs 
up until the age of one month and beyond (see Biur HaGra 
and Mishna Berura). The halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rav Sheshet in disputes with Rav Nahman over 
ritual matters (Rashi; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shab- 
bat 2:14; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 330:9). 


LANGUAGE 


Junk [gerutaot] - nixyna: From the Greek ypúTtn, grutè, 
originally meaning haberdashery and what is sold in it, a 
collection of objects of little value, or a vessel to hold those 
objects. 
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Rava, son of Rabba, raised an objection to Rav Yosef from that 
which we learned in a mishna: A ritually impure needle whose eye 
or point was removed becomes ritually pure, because its status as 
a vessel is negated. Since it is no longer considered a vessel, why 
would it be permitted to move it? 


Abaye said: Are you raising a contradiction from the halakhot of 
ritual impurity to the halakhot of Shabbat?" With regard to ritual 
impurity, we require a functional utensil for it to become ritually 
impure or to retain impurity, and anything which is not functional 
is ritually pure. However, with regard to Shabbat we require some- 
thing that is fit for use, and this too is fit to extract a thorn with it, 
and therefore, its legal status is that of a utensil and moving it is 
permitted. 


Rava said: The one who raises the objection, raises the objection 
well. From the fact that with regard to ritual impurity it is not 
considered a utensil, with regard to Shabbat, it is also not consid- 


ered a utensil, and if it is not a utensil it may not be moved on 
Shabbat. 


The Gemara raises an objection to the opinion of Rava based on 
what was taught in a baraita: A needle, whether it is perforated" 
or whether it is not perforated, it is permitted to move it on Shab- 
bat. And they said that the status ofa perforated needle is different 
only with regard to ritual impurity alone. 


Abaye interpreted it according to the opinion of Rava: In this 
mishna, we are dealing with unfinished needles. Sometimes one 
decides to render them a utensil for other purposes without per- 
forating them. However, in a case where its eye or its point was 
removed from the finished needle, its status as a vessel was negated, 
since a person throws it among the junk [gerutaot].' 


With regard to the matter of aligning the limbs of an infant’ on 
Shabbat when it is necessary to do so, Rav Nahman prohibits doing 
so on Shabbat, due to concern that it is similar to the prohibited 
labor of completing the production process of a vessel, and Rav 
Sheshet permits doing so. Rav Nahman says: From where do I say 
that this is the halakha? As we learned in a mishna: One may not 
make 


afiktoizin, a drug to induce vomiting, on Shabbat. Apparently, ac- 
tions associated with treating the body on Shabbat are prohibited. 
And Rav Sheshet explains: There, with regard to a drug to induce 
vomiting, drinking it for any reason other than medicinal purposes 
is atypical. Here, aligning the limbs of an infant is typical conduct 
not undertaken solely for medicinal purposes. 


Rav Sheshet said: From where do I say that this is the halakha? As 
we learned in the mishna: One is permitted to take an ordinary 
hand needle used for sewing clothes to extract a thorn with it. 
Apparently, some curative actions are permitted and there is no 
concern that they are similar to completing the production process 
ofa vessel. And Rav Nahman objects: That is no proof, as there, the 
thorn is merely deposited in the skin and it is not an organic part 
of the body. Removing a foreign object from the body effects no 
fundamental change in the body. Here, in the case of aligning the 
limbs, it is not merely tending to a foreign object deposited in the 
body; rather it involves effecting a fundamental change in the body 
itself, which is both a curative act and one similar to completing the 
production process. 
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MI S H N A reed that is used for turning olives™ in a 
bundle, if there is a cork-like knot at the 
top of it, it can become ritually impure as a vessel, and if not, it 
cannot become ritually impure, because it is not a vessel. In either 
case, it may be moved on Shabbat for use in a permitted action. 
@ E M A The Gemara asks: Why would this reed 
become impure? It is in the category of flat 
wooden vessels without a receptacle, and the governing principle 
in that case is: Flat wooden vessels do not become ritually 
impure." What is the reason for this? We require an object similar 
to a sack. The halakhot of ritual impurity are derived from the sack 
mentioned in the Torah as an example of an item that can become 
ritually impure. If it lacks a receptacle, it is unlike that sack and it 
cannot become ritually impure. To explain this halakha, the Ge- 
mara cites that which was taught in a baraita in the name of Rabbi 
Nehemya: At the time that one turns over the olives" with the 
reed, he turns over the reed and sees inside it. There is a small 
cavity at the end of the reed near the knot. He looks there to ascer- 
tain whether it has filled with oil, which would indicate that the 
olives are ready to be placed in the olive press. That cavity is a type 
of small receptacle, which renders the reed fit to become ritually 
impure. 


bbi i : All il b 
MISHNA Rabbi Yosei says utensils may e 


moved on Shabbat except for a large saw 
and the blade of a plow. Since they must be sharp and ready for 
use and there is concern that they might be damaged, one sets them 
aside from his consciousness and they may not be used for any 
other purpose. 


G E M ARA Rav Nahman says: A launderer’s sprin- 

kler’ is considered to be like the blade of 
a plow. Moving it is prohibited on Shabbat because one sets it aside 
from use out of concern that it might be damaged. 


Abaye says: A shoemaker’s knife, and a butcher’s knife, and a 
carpenter’s drawknife are considered to be like the blade of a plow, 
because their owners set them aside from use out of concern that 
they might be damaged. 


The Sages taught in the Tosefta: Initially, they would say that only 
three utensils may be moved" on Shabbat: A knife for cutting a 
cake of dried figs, and a combined spoon and fork (ge‘onim) to 
clean the filth [zuhama listeran]" of a pot, and a small knife that 
is on the table. Each of these items is required for eating and may 
be used, and it had been prohibited to move any other utensil. 
However, over the generations, when the Rabbis saw that Jewish 
people were vigilant in observing the prohibitions of Shabbat, they 
permitted, and then they permitted again, and then they permit- 
ted again, until they said in the last mishna: All utensils may be 
moved on Shabbat except for a large saw and the blade of a plow. 


The Gemara asks: What are the stages described in the Tosefta: They 
permitted, and then they permitted, and then they permitted? 


HALAKHA 


NOTES 

A reed for turning olives - wm bw map: In the Jerusa- 
lem Talmud, Shmuel explains that the reed for olives is 
referring to a reed with a small receptacle at one end 
used to lift olives from the pile. The receptacle is made 
by knotting the reed, thereby closing off a segment of 
it. Some commentaries explain that the reed was oth- 
erwise hollow and that therefore it could not become 
impure (Shenot Eliyahu). 


Three utensils may be moved — pow op mwhw: Ap- 
parently, these three utensils are permitted always and 
for any purpose, because they are used so frequently 
(Ritva). 


BACKGROUND 
A launderer's sprinkler — x77 KYD: A launderer’s 
sprinkler is a utensil full of holes, used to sprinkle water 
onto garments while they are being ironed or tailored. 


Talmudic era launderer’s sprinkler 


Spoon and fork to clean the filth [zuhama listeran] - 
DY sgm: 


Zuhama listeran according to the interpretation of the geonim 


LANGUAGE 


Spoon and fork to clean the filth [zuhama listeran] - 
ree saan: In the Jerusalem Talmud, the word appears 
as zumei listeran, which is closer to the original Greek 
Cwpdc, zomos, meaning soup, and Atotpov, listron, 
meaning shovel or a spoon. These two words com- 
bined are almost identical to the talmudic expression 
and mean a large spoon used to ladle soup. 


A reed for turning olives - ont bw mp: An olive reed that has 
he status of a utensil is an object whose primary function is for 
a prohibited use and may be moved for the purpose of utilizing 
he vessel itself and for utilizing its place (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 2677). 


The impurity of flat wooden utensils - yy op DIDS NNW: 

By Torah law, flat wooden vessels without a receptacle cannot 
become ritually impure with most impurities, with the excep- 
ion of ritual impurity imparted by the treading of a zav. They do 

become impure with ritual impurity by rabbinic decree (Rambam 

Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 1:10). 


The impurity of reeds for turning olives - Dm bw Tap Maw: 
f a reed used to turn olives has a receptacle, the receptacle and 


the part of the reed supporting the receptacle can become ritually 
impure by Torah law, whereas the remainder of the reed can be- 
come impure with ritual impurity by rabbinic law, as per the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Nehemya (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 2:2). 


All utensils may be moved on Shabbat except for a large saw - 
Siac pan p yan poe dpa ba: All utensils may be moved on 

Shabbat except for those which are set aside due to monetary 

loss, i.e., utensils that one sets aside so they will not be damaged. 
Everyone agrees that these items are set-aside, and it is prohibited 

to move them even for the purpose of utilizing the vessel itself 
or for utilizing its place (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
25:9; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 308:1). 
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HALAKHA 

An object whose primary function is for a permitted use - 
ana inaraw 31: On Shabbat it is permitted to move an 

object whose primary function is for a permitted use. It is 

also permitted to move an object whose primary function is 

for both prohibited and permitted uses on Shabbat (Magen 

Avraham), even for the benefit of the object itself, e.g., mov- 
ing it from the sun to the shade, as per the opinion of Rava 

(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 25:3; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 308:4). 


NOTES §=—-WW—— 
The dispute between Abaye and Rava - xay ”ax npma: 
Ultimately, Abaye and Rava disagree whether or not it is 
also permitted to move vessels so large that a single person 
cannot carry them. A similar dispute appears explicitly in the 
Jerusalem Talmud: With regard to a vessel that is so large and 
heavy that one designates a place for it, is he considered to 
have set it aside from use on Shabbat? 


This mishna was taught in the days of Nehemiah, son of 
Hacaliah — it mawa mwa mon yarn a: RabbeinuTam 
explains that this mishna only applied to that specific genera- 
tion. There was no intent to establish a halakha for all gen- 
erations, but merely to address the situation extant at that 
time. Otherwise, the later courts could not abrogate a decree 
issued by its predecessors, as that would be in contravention 
of the principle: A court may not override a decree issued by 
a previous court, unless it is greater in wisdom and number. 


BACKGROUND 


Poles - nipa: 


Paschal offering hanging from a pole 


LANGUAGE 
Thick end [gelostera] - xpp: From the Greek KAgtotpov, 


kleistron, or the Latin claustrum, meaning a bar used to lock 
a door. 
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Abaye says: Initially, they permitted moving an object whose 
primary function is for a permitted use," for the purpose of utiliz- 
ing the object itself to perform a permitted action. And then they 
permitted moving an object whose primary function is for a per- 
mitted use, for the purpose of sitting in or utilizing its place. And 
then they permitted moving an object whose primary function is 
for a prohibited use, for the purpose of utilizing the object itself 
to perform a permitted action, yes; however, for the purpose of 
utilizing its place, no. And still, utensils that can be held in one of 
his hands, yes, they may be moved; however, utensils that can only 
be held in his two hands, no, they may not be moved, in order to 
signify that there is a prohibition to move certain items. This pro- 
hibition remained intact until they said: All utensils may be 
moved on Shabbat, and even those that can only be held in both 
hands. 


Rava said to him: After all, it was taught in the Tosefta: They per- 
mitted, what difference is there to me if it is for the purpose of 
utilizing the object itself, and what difference is there to me if it is 

for the purpose of utilizing its place; why introduce distinctions 

that are not explicitly stated in the Tosefta? Rather, Rava said that 
it should be explained as follows: Initially, they permitted moving 

an object whose primary function is for a permitted use, both for 
the purpose of utilizing the object itself and for the purpose of 
sitting in or utilizing its place. And then they permitted moving 
that object from the sun into the shade. And then they permitted 

moving an object whose primary function is for a prohibited use, 
both for the purpose of utilizing the object itself and for the pur- 
pose of sitting in or utilizing its place, yes; however, moving that 

object from the sun into the shade, no, they did not permit it. And 

still, utensils that can be carried by one person, yes, they may be 

moved; however, utensils that can only be carried by two people, 
no, they may not be moved. This prohibition remained intact until 

they said: All utensils may be moved on Shabbat, and even those 

that can only be carried by two people. 


Abaye raised a challenge to Rava’s opinion" from that which was 
taught: With regard to a mortar, ifit has garlic in it, one may move 
it on Shabbat, and if not, one may not move it on Shabbat. Accord- 
ing to Rava’s opinion that all utensils may be moved, why is it pro- 
hibited to move the mortar? Rava responded: With what we are 
dealing here? We are dealing with a case of moving the mortar from 
the sun to the shade. Abaye raised a challenge to Rava’s opinion 
from that which was taught: Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel agree 
that if one cut meat on it for the purpose ofa Festival that it is then 
prohibited to move it because there is no further need for it on the 
Festival. According to Rava’s opinion, all utensils may be moved. 
He answered him: Here, too, we are dealing with a case of moving 
the mortar from the sun to the shade. 


Rabbi Hanina said: This mishna was taught in the days of Nehe- 
miah, son of Hacaliah," a period when many stringent decrees were 
issued with regard to Shabbat prohibitions, as it is written: “In 
those days I saw in Judea some treading winepresses on Shabbat 
and bringing in heaps of grain and lading donkeys with them; as 
also wine, grapes, figs, and all manner of burdens which are brought 
into Jerusalem on the Shabbat day. I forewarned them on that day 
when they sold food” (Nehemiah 13:15). Since the people treated 
the sanctity of Shabbat with disdain, Nehemiah instituted many 
stringencies with regard to all the halakhot of Shabbat in order to 
educate the people to observe Shabbat. 


Rabbi Elazar said: The mishnayot that deal with the topics of rods, 
poles,’ the thick end [gelostera]: of the bolt in a door lock, anda 
mortar were all taught before permission to move utensils on 
Shabbat was adopted. At that time, moving most utensils was still 
prohibited and only a small number of utensils whose primary 
function was for a permitted use were permitted to be moved. The 
Gemara cites the relevant mishnayot. 
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Rods: Golden rods were placed between the loaves of showbread in 
the Temple to support the loaves and to aerate them. At that time, 
moving the rods was prohibited because they were considered to be 
set-aside, as we learned in a mishna: Neither arranging the rods nor 
moving them" overrides the prohibition of set-aside on Shabbat. 


And the source for the matter of poles is as we learned in a mishna: 
There were thin, smooth poles in the Temple, and every Passover 
eve one places the pole on his shoulder and on the shoulder of 
another, and suspends the Paschal lamb on it and flays its hide." And 
Rabbi Elazar said: With regard to the fourteenth of Nisan, the day 
that the Paschal lamb is sacrificed, that occurred on Shabbat, they 
would not use the poles, as a conspicuous reminder that it was Shab- 
bat. Instead, one places 


his hand on the shoulder of another, and the other’s hand on his 
shoulder, and suspends the lamb and flays its hide. 


The source for the thick end of a bolt is as we learned in a mishna: 
With regard to a bolt used in a door lock which has a thick end at 
the head of the bolt," Rabbi Yehoshua says: One may drag it from 
this doorway and hang it in another doorway on Shabbat, but he 
may not move it with his hands, because it was considered to be set- 
aside. Rabbi Tarfon says: It is like all the other utensils and may be 
moved in a courtyard. 


‘The case of a mortar is that which we said above. Rabba said: From 
what does that conclusion ensue? Perhaps, actually I could say to 
you that these mishnayot were taught after permission to move 
utensils on Shabbat was adopted," and nevertheless, the prohibitions 
can be understood. With regard to the rods for the showbread, what 
is the reason that they are used? They are used due to concern that 
the bread will decay. In that brief period until the conclusion of 
Shabbat it will not decay. With regard to poles, why may they not be 
used on Passover eve? It is prohibited because it is possible to flay 
the lamb in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar. Use of the 
pole is superfluous, and therefore it is set-aside. 


In the case of the thick end of the bolt in the door, why was it prohib- 
ited to move it by hand? It was prohibited in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yanai, as Rabbi Yanai says: We are dealing with a 
courtyard for which a joining of courtyards [eiruv] was not estab- 
lished. Rabbi Yehoshua holds that inside the doorway is considered 
to be like inside the house, and therefore, he is moving utensils of 
the houses in the courtyard. Since there is no joining of the court- 
yards, one may not move a vessel from the house to the courtyard. 
And Rabbi Tarfon holds that inside the doorway is considered to 
be like outside the house, and therefore, he is moving utensils of 
the courtyard in the courtyard, which is permitted. 


With regard to a mortar, the halakha is in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Nehemya, who holds that a vessel may only be moved 
on Shabbat for the purpose of its designated use. 


All vessels may be moved" for a specific pur- 
MISHNA é 


pose and not for a specific purpose." Rabbi 
Nehemya says: Vessels may only be moved for a specific purpose. 


GEMARA=™ Gemara asks: What is the meaning of: 


For a specific purpose, and what is the 
meaning of: Not for a specific purpose? 


HALAKHA 

Arranging the rods...moving them - 1o 
wow)... papA: Arranging or removing the rods of 
the showbread does not override the prohibitions 
of Shabbat. They were removed on Shabbat eve 
and replaced between the loaves after Shabbat 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 
5m). 


Procedures for the Paschal lamb - npa 129p "110: 
People would hang and flay their Paschal lambs 
on iron hooks that were fixed in the walls of the 
Temple. Those unable to find an available hook 
would place a thin, smooth staff on the shoulders 
of two people, hang the sacrifice on it, and flay it, 
as per the unattributed mishna (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 1:14). 


HALAKHA 
A bolt used in a door lock which has a thick end 
at the head of the bolt - sqwotbs iwN wow 1: 
It is permitted to move a bolt with one thick end 
on Shabbat because it is a vessel (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 26:9; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 3131). 


All vessels may be moved — power oon bs: Ves- 
sels whose primary function is for a permitted use 
may be moved for the benefit of the vessel itself, 
e.g., to move it from the sun into the shade, as per 
Rava's interpretation of the unattributed mishna. 
Some authorities rule that it is prohibited to move 
a vessel for this purpose (Rashba, citing the Ram- 
bam; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 25:3; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 308:4). 


NOTES 


Perhaps. ..were taught after permission to move 
utensils on Shabbat was adopted - ans. xop 
0) op Dnt: Rabba's statements on this matter 
correspond to his later statements. He holds that 
even according to the Rabbis, it was not permitted 
to move all types of vessels. 


For a specific purpose and not for a specific 
purpose — nisb A sis: Rashi explains the 
mishna as referring to two different circumstances. 
All vessels may be moved; some may be moved 
only for a specific purpose and others may be 
moved even if not for a specific purpose. The tan- 
naitic dispute is with regard to the definitions of for 
a purpose and not for a purpose. 
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NOTES 
Rabbi Nehemya’s opinion — mana +31 Nw: Rabbi 


cause the halakha is not in accordance with his opinion. 
The commentaries dispute its details. Rashi explains that 
when Rabbi Nehemya permitted moving an object 


bat, he did so only for the purpose of using the object 
itself for its designated purpose. It follows that Rabbi 
ehemya prohibits moving an object whose primary 
unction is for a prohibited use. 


Others explain that Rabbi Nehemya permitted mov- 


ing an object whose primary function is for a prohibited 


use, for the purpose of using the vessel itself for a per- 


mitted purpose similar to its designated purpose. For 
example, Rabbi Nehemya permits utilizing a smith's 
hammer to crack nuts, which is similar to the manner in 
which the smith uses the hammer (see Rashba). 


In accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Nehemya, 
these empty bowls, how do we carry them — xp dr 
w>vdvn OT niwy? 2 VIANA NT: This question is 
based on the interpretation that Rabbi Nehemya even 
prohibits moving an object whose primary function is 


ion. According to Rava, one may move the bowls for 
he purpose of utilizing their location. In the Jerusalem 
Talmud it is explained that it is certainly permitted to 
move the bowls if one seeks to refill them. The dispute 
is only with regard to moving empty bowls for the pur- 
pose of utilizing their location. 


HALAKHA 


One may not prop a pot with a piece of wood - px 
nypa MY TPA Mx pani: It is prohibited to prop a pot 
or a door on a piece of wood on a Festival (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Yom Tov 4:11; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 502:3). 
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Rabba said: For a specific purpose means: Moving an object whose 
primary function is for a permitted use for the purpose of utilizing 
the object itself. Not for a specific purpose means: Moving an object 
whose primary function is for a permitted use for the purpose of 
utilizing its place. And an object whose primary function is for a 
prohibited use, for the purpose of utilizing the object itself, yes, it 
is permitted; for the purpose ofutilizing its place, no, itis prohibited. 
And Rabbi Nehemya came to say: And even an object whose pri- 
mary function is for a permitted use, moving it for the purpose of 
utilizing the object itself, yes; for the purpose of utilizing its place, 
no. Rava said to him: Do you call for the purpose of utilizing its 
place, not for a specific purpose? It is for a purpose. 


Rather, Rava said: For a specific purpose means: Moving an object 

whose primary function is for a permitted use both for the purpose 

of utilizing the object itself and for the purpose of utilizing its place. 
Not for a specific purpose means: Moving it even from the sun to 

the shade. And an object whose primary function is for a prohib- 
ited use, both for the purpose of utilizing the object itself and for 
the purpose of utilizing its place, yes, it is permitted; moving it from 

the sun to the shade, no, it is prohibited. And Rabbi Nehemya came 

to say: Even an object whose primary function is for a permitted 

use, moving it for the purpose of utilizing the object itself and for 

the purpose of utilizing its place, yes, it is permitted; moving it from 

the sun to the shade, no, it is prohibited. 


It is told that Rav Safra and Rav Aha bar Huna and Rav Huna bar 
Hanina sat together and they sat and they said: According to Rab- 
ba’s explanation in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Nehemya” 
that it is prohibited to move an object whose primary function is for 
a permitted use for the purpose of utilizing its place, these empty 
bowls, how do we carry them?" Rav Safra said to them: You may 
move them, just as is the case of a chamber pot containing waste that 
may be moved because it is disgusting. 


Abaye said this same matter to Rabba: According to the Master’s 
explanation in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Nehemya, 
these empty bowls, how do we carry them? He said to him: Our 
colleague Rav Safra interpreted it: Just as is the case of a chamber 
pot. 


Abaye raised an objection to Rava’s opinion from that which was 
taught: With regard to a mortar, if it has garlic in it, one may move 
it on Shabbat, and if not, one may not move it on Shabbat. According 
to Rava’s opinion that all utensils may be moved, why is it prohibited 
to move the mortar? Rava responded: With what we are dealing 
here? We are dealing with a case of moving the mortar from the sun 
to the shade, which Rava prohibited. Abaye raised an objection to 
Rava’s opinion from that which was taught: Beit Shammai and Beit 
Hillel agree that if one cut meat on it for the purpose of the Festival 
that it is then prohibited to move it because there is no further need 
for it on the Festival. According to Rava’s opinion, all utensils may be 
moved. He answered him: Here, too, we are dealing with a case of 
moving the mortar from the sun to the shade. 


And Abaye raised another objection with regard to that which we 

learned in a mishna: One may not prop a pot with a piece of wood," 

and so too, one may not prop a door on a piece of wood. Isn’t a piece 

of wood on a Festival an object whose primary function is for a 

permitted use, since it is permitted to move it to light an oven? Ap- 
parently, there is an opinion that moving an object whose primary 
function is for a permitted use, both for the purpose of utilizing the 

object itself and for the purpose of utilizing its place is prohibited, 
and according to Rabba, even Rabbi Nehemya does not hold that this 

is so. Rava answers: There, what is the reason for the prohibition? It 
is because on Shabbat it is an object whose primary function is for 
a prohibited use. Since the wood is set aside from use on Shabbat, the 

Sages issued a decree prohibiting moving it on a Festival, due to 

Shabbat. 
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And if you say: Moving the wood should be permitted on Shabbat 
itself because an object whose primary function is for a prohibited 
use is permitted both for the purpose of utilizing the object itself 
and for the purpose of utilizing its place, that assertion is rejected. 
This ruling, which permits moving an object whose primary use is 
prohibited, applies only in a case where the status of a vessel" ap- 
plies to it; in a case where the status of a vessel does not apply to it, 
no, it is prohibited. 


The Gemara asks: And do we issue decrees prohibiting actions on 
Festivals due to the fact that they are prohibited on Shabbat? Didn’t 
we learn in a mishna: One may drop fruits" from the roof through 
a skylight on a Festival, but not on Shabbat. Apparently, the Sages 
do not prohibit on a Festival all of the actions that are prohibited on 
Shabbat. 


The Gemara asks on the contrary: And do we not issue decrees on a 
Festival due to Shabbat? Didn’t we learn in a mishna: The only dif- 
ference between a Festival and Shabbat is with regard to the prepa- 
ration of food alone." In all other matters the Sages established that 
the halakhot of Shabbat and Festivals are the same. 


Rav Yosef says: This is not difficult. This mishna, which rules that it 
is prohibited, is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer; that 
mishna, which rules that it is permitted, is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua. As it was taught in a baraita: It is pro- 
hibited to slaughter a mother animal and its offspring on the same day, 
as it is stated: “You shall not slaughter it and its offspring both in one 
day” (Leviticus 22:28). With regard to it and its offspring that fell 
into a pit on a Festival, Rabbi Eliezer says: One may raise the first 
in order to slaughter it, and then slaughter it; and with regard to 
the second one, one may provide it sustenance in its place in the 
pit so that it will not die. Rabbi Yehoshua says: One may raise the 
first in order to slaughter it, and then reconsider and not slaughter 
it, and then employ artifice and say that he reconsidered and wants 
to slaughter the other, and raise the second. If he so desires, he 
slaughters this one; if he so desires, he slaughters that one. Appar- 
ently, Rabbi Yehoshua permits certain actions on a Festival due to 
financial considerations, and does not issue decrees in those cases. 


The Gemara rejects this: From what does that conclusion ensue? 
Perhaps Rabbi Eliezer only stated that he may not raise the second 
animal there, in a case where it is possible to save the animal by 
feeding it in the pit; however, in a case where it is impossible to save 
it by feeding it in the pit, no, he would permit raising the animal. 


Alternatively, Rabbi Yehoshua only said that he may raise the sec- 
ond animal in a case where it is possible to employ artifice; how- 
ever, in a case where it is not possible to employ artifice, no, he 
would not permit doing so. 


Rather Rav Pappa said: This is not difficult. This mishna is in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Beit Shammai, and that mishna is in 
accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel. As we learned in a mishna 
that Beit Shammai say: 


One may neither carry a child nor a lulav nor a Torah scroll out to 
the public domain on a Festival," and Beit Hillel permit doing so. 
Beit Hillel permit carrying objects from one domain to another ona 
Festival for purposes other than preparing food. 


HALAKHA 


Carrying out objects on a Festival 


- ib DA AKYIT: It is permit- 
ted to carry objects into the public domain for a specific purpose, 
even if they are not needed for the purpose of food preparation 


(Rema), in accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Yom Tov 1:4; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
518:1 and in the comment of the Rema). 


HALAKHA 
The status of a vessel - bp MM: It is prohibited to 
move an object that is not and never was a vessel and 
is nothing more than raw material, even for the pur- 
pose of utilizing it or utilizing its location (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 25:6; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 308:7 and in the comment of the Rema). 


One may drop fruits, etc. -— 151 miva pown: It is per- 
mitted to lower fruit from the roof into the house via a 
skylight on a Festival, if it will be ruined by rain. However, 
on Shabbat it is prohibited to do so, in accordance with 
the mishna in tractate Beitza (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Yom Tov 5:5; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 338:7, 
52171). 


The only difference between a Festival and Shabbat 
is with regard to the preparation of food alone — px 
sada wo dais xb naw) ajv op pa: It is prohibited 
to perform any labor on a Festival that is prohibited on 
Shabbat whether by Torah law or by rabbinic decree 
(Mishna Berura), with the exception of activities involved 
in the preparation of food. Such activities include ig- 
niting a fire and carrying items from one domain to 
another. Some authorities prohibit carrying or igniting a 
fire if these activities have no specific purpose (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Yom Tov 1:1; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 495:1). 
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NOTES 


And isn’t the prohibition of moving itself a 
decree issued due to the prohibition of car- 
rying out — xm mexiz own we ara bby: 
Rashi understands this statement to mean 
hat the decree of set-aside was issued only to 
prevent carrying objects from one domain to 
another. It is permitted to move certain objects 
in order to facilitate delighting in Shabbat and 
o enable performing necessary activities on 
Shabbat. 


For you, it is prohibited — vox aot: This pro- 
hibition is based on the principle that one ren- 
dered it for himself a prohibited object. When 
one claims a particular item is prohibited, that 
item becomes prohibited for him, although his 
claim does not prohibit the item for others. 


Brooms made of fine wool garments - nita> 
xno by: The geonim explain this as referring 
to brushes used to clean fine wool garments. 
Clothes brushes are made out of other materials. 


And so too, Rabbi Elazar said — 21 Wa 3) 
whe: Ba‘al Halakhot Gedolot cites a variant 
reading of the geonim: Rabbi Elazar holds in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon. 
Rabbi Shimon, who holds that it is permitted to 
perform an unintentional act from which a pro- 
hibited labor might ensue, also permits sweep- 
ing the house with brooms made of palm fronds. 
Therefore, it is permitted to move them as well. 


HALAKHA 


Moving an object not for a specific purpose — 
syed Kow Duhy: It is prohibited to move an 
object whose primary function is prohibited 
in order to protect it from theft or destruction, 
which is neither for the purpose of utilizing 
the object for itself nor for utilizing its location 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 25:3; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 308:3). 


Brooms made of fine wool garments - nita> 
xno by: According to most authorities, it is 
permitted on Shabbat to move a broom and to 
use it to sweep the floor. Since it is permitted 
o sweep on Shabbat, a broom is considered to 
be an object whose primary function is permit- 
ed. The authorities who prohibit sweeping with 
brooms made of palm fronds (Rema and others) 
also prohibit moving them (Magen Avraham; 
Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 26:2; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 308:49). 


All vessels that may be moved on Shabbat, 
their shards may be moved along with them — 
tray phan aw nawa phot aban da: It is 
permitted to move the shards of a utensil whose 
original function is permitted if the shards can 
be utilized for any purpose, even if the utensil 
broke on Shabbat, in accordance with the unat- 
tributed mishna. If the shards are not suitable for 
use, it is prohibited to move them unless they 
pose a potential hazard (Kol Bo; Mordekhai, and 
others). According to the opinion that it is pro- 
hibited to move objects that came into being on 
Shabbat, it is permitted to move the shards, pro- 
vided they can be used for the original purpose 
of the utensil (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 26:3; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 308:6). 


234 


PEREK XVII ` 124B : 135p 971 p9 


- myst aw MIY TD mynws wx 
w, pars ubu) P nya bibu 
Prem NYIT own 


2:37 VAKT KITI NAD ab ap TaN) 
"DX! pix row baby ym- aay Xow 
ssh ion qv ban 233 xy - Kyy 

apn- inip 


waxy 21929 yY KIT 11 KN) PP 
y aby Imb KaD xmv = IN 
- iu sash son insxday 1277 KDD 

anh - inipn ssh PR 


NLIS apa Mw dipw amd wx 27 
mI byy TANA ONT KPY MYA 


xmtp a ena a> mya Sova 31 
ma mb TOK ITT rah XOX KRWI 
KIIK > À ow: eo nx raphaahyd 
sth OX minh ran re pmixd wn 
- xoy haab $ KPID MDT PIK m 
vox- IPI W 


NK WN II KYPITIAN KIK D1 TON 
nawa LH bubub wmn- xon by nitan 
w- aan bw bax 


APPO xia Ayan bw ax six dy N 
xi) ega- inipa ashy ian ph xing 
tm xpID NID NK” TIN bya 
ag” Wwb 24 x xia by) mana whys 
1D) kN bb mann ahi) PTAA by 

og 211 


pge - nawa pona oben bs nn 
TINY pyA poy mv TDD Tay P 


The Gemara rejects this: Say that you heard Beit Shammai pro- 
hibit carrying out an object from one domain to another; did you 
hear that they prohibited moving an object? The Gemara rejects 
that distinction: And isn’t the prohibition of moving itself a decree 
issued due to the prohibition of carrying out?’ One who prohibits 
carrying out certainly prohibits moving an object as well. 


The Gemara adds: And even Rav holds in accordance with this 
halakha of Rava, as Rav said: Moving a hoe so that it will not be 
stolen; that is an example of moving an object not for a specific 
purpose," and it is prohibited. The Gemara infers: The reason that 
it is prohibited is that it is moved so it will not be stolen; however, 
for the purpose of utilizing the object itself and for the purpose 
of utilizing its place, it is permitted. 


The Gemara asks: Is that so? Didn’t Rav Kahana happen to come 
to the house of Rav, and he said: Bring a net for Kahana so that 
he may sit on it? Is that not to say that with regard to an object 
whose primary function is prohibited, for the purpose of utilizing 
the object itself, yes, itis permitted to move it; and for the purpose 
of utilizing its place, no, it is prohibited? 


The Gemara answers that this is what he said to them: Remove the 
net from before Kahana. That is a case of moving for the purpose 
of utilizing its place. And if you wish, say instead: There, it was a 
case of moving the object from the sun to the shade, as it was in a 
place where it could have been damaged. One might have mistak- 
enly concluded that this was the reason that they were moving the 
net. Rav specified that the net was being moved for the purpose of 
utilizing the object itself, not to indicate that moving it for the pur- 
pose of utilizing its place is prohibited, but to indicate that moving 
from the sun to the shade is prohibited. 


The Gemara relates that Rav Mari bar Rahel, had felt cushions in 
the sun on Shabbat. Rav Mari came before Rava and said to him: 
What is the ruling with regard to carrying them? Rava said to him: 
It is permitted. Rav Mari said to Rava: I have others, and I do not 
need these cushions specifically. Rava said to him: Even so, these 
cushions are suitable for guests. Rav Mari said to him: I also have 
others for guests and therefore would be moving the cushions so 
that they would not be ruined in the sun. Rava said to him: You 
have revealed your opinion that you hold in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabba. For everyone else, it is permitted to move the 
cushions in this situation; however, for you, it is prohibited," as it 
is inappropriate to permit one to perform an action that he consid- 
ers prohibited. 


Rabbi Abba said that Rabbi Hiyya bar Ashi said that Rav said: 

With regard to brooms made of fine wool garments, it is permit- 
ted to move them on Shabbat because it is permitted to use them. 
However, brooms made of date-palm fronds, no, they may not be 

moved. It is prohibited to fill holes in the ground. 


Rabbi Elazar says: It is permitted to move even those made of 
date-palm fronds. The Gemara asks: With what are we dealing? If 
you say that this is referring to moving it for the purpose of utiliz- 
ing the object itself and for the purpose of utilizing its place, 
would Rav say a broom made of date-palm fronds, no, it may not 
be moved? Doesn’t Rav hold in accordance with the opinion of 
Rava? Rather, this is referring to moving the broom from the sun 
to the shade, and that these brooms are in a place where they can 
be damaged. However, it is still puzzling: In this case, would Rabbi 
Elazar say that even brooms made from date-palm fronds may be 
moved? The Gemara answers: Actually, this is referring to moving 
them from the sun, where they will be damaged, to the shade. 
Emend this and say: And so too, Rabbi Elazar said," like Rav, that 
it is prohibited. 


MI S H N A All vessels that may be moved on Shabbat, 


their shards may be moved along with 
them," as long as they are suited for some purpose. 
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Shards of a large bowl may be used to cover the mouth of a 
barrel. Shards of a glass vessel" may be used to cover the mouth of 
a cruse. 


Rabbi Yehuda says: As long as they are suited for a purpose similar 
to their original use. Shards of a large bowl must be suited to pour 
soup into them, and shards of a glass vessel must be suited to pour 


oil into them. 
G E M A Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: This dis- 
pute in the mishna is only with regard to a 
case where the vessels broke on Shabbat eve, as this Sage, Rabbi 
Yehuda, holds that if they are suited for a purpose similar to their 
original use, yes, it is permitted, and for some other use, no, it is 
prohibited. And this Sage, the Rabbis, hold: Even if they are suited 
for some other use, it is also permitted. 


But if the vessels broke on Shabbat, everyone agrees they are permit- 
ted. The reason for this is since they were designated for Shabbat use 
and consequently considered prepared at the onset of Shabbat due 
to their original vessels, it is permitted to move the shards as well. 


Rav Zutrai raised an objection from a baraita: One may kindle a fire 
on a Festival with whole vessels, but one may not kindle a fire with 
shards of vessels. 


The Gemara seeks to clarify: Vessels that were broken when? If you 
say that they were broken before the Festival, why is it prohibited to 
light a fire with them? They are pieces of ordinary wood. Isn’t this 
referring to a case where they broke on the Festival, and it is taught: 
One may kindle a fire on a Festival with whole vessels, but one may 
not kindle a fire with shards of vessels. The legal status of a vessel 
broken on a Festival, and all the more so one broken on Shabbat, is 
more stringent, not less. 


Rather, if it was stated, it was stated as follows. Rav Yehuda said that 
Shmuel said: This dispute in the mishna is only with regard to a case 
where the vessels broke on Shabbat, as this Sage, the Rabbis, holds 
it was prepared before Shabbat as part of the original vessel, and this 
Sage, Rabbi Yehuda, holds that it is an item that came into being on 
Shabbat. Since they were not shards before Shabbat, they are a new 
entity and are set-aside. However, if they were broken from before 
the onset of Shabbat everyone agrees that it is permitted to move 
them, since they were prepared to serve some function while it was 
still day, before the onset of Shabbat. 


With regard to the halakhot of Festivals, it was taught in one baraita: 
One may kindle a fire with whole vessels, but one may not kindle a 
fire with shards of vessels. And it was taught in the other baraita: 
Just as one may kindle a fire with vessels, so too, one may kindle a 
fire with shards of vessels. And it was taught in yet another baraita: 
One may neither kindle a fire with vessels nor with shards of vessels. 


The Gemara resolves the apparent contradiction between the baraitot: 
This baraita, which distinguishes between vessels and broken vessels, 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, who holds that 
there is a prohibition of set-aside on a Festival. That baraita, which 
permits kindling with both vessels and shards, is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, who holds that there is no prohibition 
of set-aside on a Festival. This third baraita, which prohibits kindling 
with both vessels and shards, is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Nehemya, who prohibits moving a vessel for any purpose 
other than its designated function. 


Rav Nahman said: With regard to these bricks that remained from 
the building" after construction was completed, it is permitted to 
move them on Shabbat, because they are suited for one to sit on 
them. And if one arranged them in a pile, he certainly thereby set 
them aside from his consciousness, and it is prohibited to move them. 
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NOTES 


Shards of a glass vessel — m33} 193W: The 
Sages of the Jerusalem Talmud asked: Why 
doesn't the Gemara state that a shard of glass 
can be utilized to cut something, just as is stated 
in the mishna, which deals with the laws of car- 
rying from domain to domain? They offer two 
answers: The first is that the Gemara is discuss- 
ing a shard of glass that is not sharp enough 
to cut something. The second is that there is 
a distinction in size between an object large 
enough to be considered significant with re- 
gard to the prohibited labor of carrying out on 
the one hand, and a smaller size which is suf- 
ficient to remove an object from the category 
of set-aside [muktze]. 


HALAKHA 


These bricks that remained from the build- 
ing - KI WHT na oT: It is permitted 
o move for one’s own use bricks that remain 
rom constructing a building because he no 
onger intends to build with them, but to use 
hem for sitting and the like. If the bricks are 
arranged in a stack, which indicates that the 
builder intends to use them for building and 
hey are therefore set-aside, it is prohibited to 
move them even for the purpose of utilizing 
he object for itself or for making use of its loca- 
ion (Magen Avraham; Mishna Berura). This is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rav Nahman 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 26:2; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 308:17). 
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HALAKHA 

A small earthenware shard — app DYN: It is per- 
mitted to move for a specific purpose an earth- 
enware shard that broke off of a vessel either on 
Shabbat or during the week (Magen Avraham). This 
applies everywhere, including the public domain, 
in accordance with the opinion of Rava, who is a 
later amora, and in accordance with the action, 
which is greater as a halakhic source. However, 
one must be certain not to carry four cubits in the 
public domain because he would thereby violate a 
Torah prohibition (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 26:3; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 308:7). 


NOTES 
And one may not break a shard - ...ni5D» x) 
aw: Some commentaries explain that one may 
not cut, nor even merely smooth over, protrusions 
of shards to render them usable (Rashi and others). 
Others explain that this means that it is prohibited 
to attach two shards together (Arukh). 


Perek XVII 
Daf125 Amuda 


NOTES 
Remains of cloaks — ninata pw: The Ra’avad 
explains that this refers specifically to the remains 
of a prayer shawl, as it is indecent to use an object 
that was used for a mitzva for certain purposes. 
However, other small rags that are fit for use to 
wipe surfaces may be moved on Shabbat. 


LANGUAGE 
Cloaks [perozemiyyot] - nwatins: From the Greek 
mrepiCwua, perizoma, meaning hips, a girdle worn 
around the loins, or a garment placed over the 
thighs. 
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HALAKHA 


Rav Nahman said that Shmuel said: With regard to a small earth- 
enware shard," it is permitted to move it on Shabbat in the court- 
yard, because there are vessels there that need to be covered; but in 
a karmelit, no, one may not move it, because typically there are no 
vessels there and there would be no use for the shard. And Rav 
Nahman himself said: Even in a karmelit it is permitted, but in the 
public domain, no, it is prohibited. And Rava said: Even in the 
public domain, it is permitted. 


And Rava follows his regular line of reasoning, as Rava was walk- 
ing in the street of Mehoza and his shoes became dirty with clay. 
His servant came, tooka shard of earthenware from the street, and 

wiped the clay off. The Sages raised their voice at him to reprimand 

him. Rava said: Is it not enough for them that they did not learn, 
but they are also teaching others? If the shard was in a courtyard, 
wouldnt it be suited to cover a vessel with it? Here too, the shard 

is also suited to me, and moving it should not be prohibited. 


Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: With regard to the clay seal of 
a jug that was broken, it is permitted to move it on Shabbat. That 
was also taught in a baraita: With regard to the clay seal that was 
broken, it is permitted to move it, and its shards are permitted to 
be carried on Shabbat. And one may not break a shard" from it 
to cover a vessel with it or to support the legs of a bed with it. And 
if one threw it into the garbage dump, it is prohibited to move it 
because he set it aside from his consciousness. 


Rav Pappa strongly objects to this: If that is so, if one throws his 

cloak into the garbage dump, would you also say that it is prohib- 
ited to move it because it is set-aside? Isn’t the cloak still fit for use, 
and its status is not dependent on his intention? Rather, Rav 
Pappa said: 


If one threw the clay seal of a jug into the garbage dump while it 
is still day, before Shabbat, it is prohibited to move it on Shabbat 
because he indicated that he set it aside from use. 


Bar Hamduri said that Shmuel said: With regard to shreds of reeds 

that separated from a mat," it is permitted to move them on Shab- 
bat. The Gemara asks: What is the reason for this? Rava said: Bar 

Hamduri explained it to me: The mat itself, for what use is it 

suited? It is suited to cover dirt with it. These shreds, too, are 

suited to cover filth with them. 


Rabbi Zeira said that Rav said: With regard to the remains of 
cloaks [perozemiyyot],"' it is prohibited to move them on Shab- 
bat. Abaye said: This is referring to small rags that do not have an 
area of three by three fingerbreadths," that are neither suited for 
use by the poor nor by the wealthy. 


Shreds of reeds that separated from a mat - by nip 
nbyma: It is permitted to move the remains of a mat on Shab- 
bat, even from the sun into the shade, because they are suited 
for covering filth. This is the ruling even if the remains are each 
smaller than three by three fingerbreadths, the minimal size 
a rag must be in order for it to be permissible to move it on 
Shabbat. If they were thrown away before Shabbat, it is pro- 
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hibited to move them because by throwing them away one 
has set them aside, thereby preventing their use on Shabbat 


(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 26:6; Shulhan Arukh, 


Orah Hayyim 308:12). 


Small rags that do not have an area of three by three 


fingerbreadths — vow by vow ja paw niun: On Shabbat, 


it is prohibited to move rags that are smaller than three by 
three fingerbreadths in size, as per the opinion of Abaye. Some 
authorities permit moving rags even smaller than three by three 
fingerbreadths because they are usable (Magen Avraham). If the 
rags are the remains of an object used for a mitzva, e.g., a prayer 
shawl, it is prohibited to use them (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 26:6; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 308113). 
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The Sages taught in the Tosefta: The shards of an old oven" may 
be moved in a courtyard on Shabbat like all of the vessels that 
may be moved in a courtyard on Shabbat; this is the statement 
of Rabbi Meir. Rabbi Yehuda says: They may not be moved. 
Rabbi Yosei testified in the name of Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov 
about shards of an old oven that may be moved on Shabbat, 
and about its cover," which does not require a handle. 


The Gemara asks: With regard to what do they disagree? Abaye 
said: It is with regard to shards when they serve some function 
but do not serve a function similar to their own original func- 
tion that they disagree. And Rabbi Yehuda follows his own line 
of reasoning, and Rabbi Meir follows his own line of reasoning, 
as they differed in the mishna. 


Rava strongly objects to this: If so, instead of disagreeing with 
regard to shards of an oven, let them disagree with regard to 
ordinary shards. Why is the dispute specifically with regard to 
an oven?" 


Rather, Rava said: It is with regard to shards of this particular 
oven that they disagree, as we learned in a mishna: With regard 
to a clay oven that is not attached to the ground with mortar in 
the standard manner, but rather, one placed it over the mouth 
ofa pit™ or over the mouth ofa cistern, and he placed a stone 
there between the wall of the pit and the oven to secure the oven 
in place, Rabbi Yehuda says: If one heats the oven from be- 
neath the oven, inside the pit, and the oven is thereby heated at 
the top, the oven serves its standard function; it is a full-fledged 
utensil and it can become ritually impure. And if it is not at- 
tached so tightly that it is heated at the top, it is ritually pure, 
because it is not a full-fledged vessel. And the Rabbis say: Since 
it can be heated in some manner, it can become ritually impure, 
because it serves its standard purpose. 


And with regard to what do they disagree? It is with regard to 

this verse: “And everything upon which any part of their carcass 

falls shall be impure; whether oven, or stove, it shall be broken 

in pieces; they are impure, and they shall be impure to you” 
(Leviticus 11:35). Rabbi Yehuda holds: An oven that lacks 

smashing, i.e., it is whole and can be broken, can become im- 
pure. One that does not lack smashing, but it is situated in a 

place where it is not completely effective, is considered broken 

and is pure, i.e., it cannot become ritually impure. And the Rab- 
bis hold that the verse comes to add: “They shall be impure to 

you,’ in any case, under any circumstances. 


The Gemara asks: And according to the Rabbis, too, isn’t it 
written: “They shall be broken into pieces,” and why don’t they 
interpret the verse in the same way that Rabbi Yehuda does? The 
Gemara explains: The Rabbis understand this verse from an- 
other direction, as it could have entered your mind to say: 
Since he attached it to the ground, its legal status is like that of 
the ground itself, and anything attached to the ground cannot 
become impure. Therefore, it teaches us that since it is possible 
to detach it from the ground, it is indeed impure. 


The Gemara asks: And according to the other tanna, Rabbi Ye- 
huda, too, isn’t it written: “They shall be impure to you”? The 
Gemara answers: He understood that verse in accordance with 
that which Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said, as Rav Yehuda 
said that Shmuel said: The dispute between Rabbi Yehuda and 
the Rabbis is specifically with regard to the first lighting. The 
first lighting transforms an earthenware oven that did not yet 
completely dry into a vessel. However, with regard to the sec- 
ond lighting they do not disagree, even ifit was hanging around 
a camel’s neck;! since it had already been fired up once, it is 
impure. 


HALAKHA 


Shards of an old oven — 1%? Wan Aw: It is permitted to move 
shards of an oven on Shabbat ifthey can still be used in a man- 
ner similar to the way the oven is used (Maggid Mishne). This is 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir, to whom unat- 
tributed mishnayot are generally attributed, and the opinions 
of Rabbi Yosei and Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya'akov (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 26:6). 


About its cover — 1195 by: It is permitted to move vessel cov- 
ers on Shabbat, even those without a handle. This applies only 
to objects that were already used to cover vessels, as per the 
opinion of Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya'akov (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 25:13; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 308710). 


Even if it was hanging around a camel’s neck — nbn Sox 
boa swig: An oven that is not connected to the ground, even 
one hanging around the neck of a camel, can still become 
ritually impure like any other oven, as per the opinion of the 
Rabbis in the mishna in tractate Kelim (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Kelim 15:8). 


NOTES 
Rava's opinion in explaining the Tosefta — "waa KI NWH 
xaaa: The early commentaries wondered about the con- 
nection between the ritual impurity of an oven and whether 
or not it may be moved as a vessel on Shabbat. According to 
Rava, an object that is not considered a vessel with regard to 
impurity is not considered a vessel with regard to Shabbat. 
Therefore, it is prohibited to move its shards (see Ramban; 
Rashba; Tosefot Rid). 


Placed it over the mouth of a pit - 71373 why fama: In ancient 
times, people generally attached their ovens to the ground 
with mortar, lit a fire inside the oven, and baked. An oven sus- 
pended in the airspace of a pit is not considered a full-fledged 
oven and is not complete. In addition, there is a Torah edict in 
the verse in Leviticus (11:35) that states that detaching an oven 
from the ground renders the oven incomplete. According to 
Shmuel, even if the oven was fired for the first time, and was 
thereby rendered a vessel in an unusual manner, its status is 
not that of a full-fledged vessel. 


BACKGROUND 
Oven over the mouth of a pit - 713 by an: The oven over 
the mouth of a pit is supported by stones alongside the pit. 
The oven is heated by igniting a fire inside the pit. 


Oven over the mouth of a pit 
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NOTES 
Ceramic board - xv: According to Rabbi Yehuda, food 
is roasted, not baked, on a ceramic board. Therefore, the 
earthenware shard is not comparable to a complete oven 
used for baking. 


Gourd used to draw water — 7197: According to the Ram- 
bam, this is a small, light ceramic vessel used to draw water. 


LANGUAGE 


Ceramic board [tapka] - xp5v: From the Iranian root tap-, 
meaning to warm up or to heat. The Persian tabag refers to 
a frying pan. 


HALAKHA 


A stone that is in a gourd used to draw water - ;axa1 
mapa: It is permitted to use a gourd to draw water from 
a well if the stone inside it to weigh it down is firmly attached 
and will not fall out when filling the gourd with water. If the 
stone will fall out, it is prohibited to use the gourd, because 
the stone is set-aside (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shab- 
bat 25:18; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 309:2). 


BACKGROUND 

A gourd used to draw water — 7117: Different vessels 
are fashioned from various kinds of gourds, especially from 
the species Lagenaria vulgaris. These vessels include jugs, 
buckets for drawing water, and dishes. Since these vessels 
are particularly lightweight and float on water, it is neces- 
sary to place a rock inside the gourd to draw water from a 
well or a stream. 


Jugs fashioned from gourds 


Perek XVII 
Daf125 Amudb 
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Ulla says: And with regard to the first lighting according 
to the Rabbis, even if it was hanging around a camel’s 
neck, since it had already been fired up once it is a full- 
fledged oven and is impure. 


Rav Ashi strongly objects to this line of reasoning: If 
so, instead of disagreeing with regard to the shards of 
an oven, let them disagree with regard to the oven itself. 
Now the oven itself, according to Rabbi Yehuda, is not 
considered a vessel; therefore, to say that its broken 
pieces are not vessels, is it necessary? 


Rather, Rav Ashi said: Actually, it is as we said initially, 
that it is referring to shards of any oven, and with which 
he crafts a ceramic board [tapka],"" and Rabbi Meir is 
speaking in accordance with the statement of Rabbi 
Yehuda: According to my opinion, it is permitted to move 
even shards that serve any purpose. However, according 
to your opinion, agree with me at least that in a case of 
this sort, it is a function similar to their own original 


function. The shards can be used for baking. 


And Rabbi Yehuda says: It is not similar. There, in the 
case ofan intact oven, its firing is from within. Here, with 
regard to the shard, its firing is from without. There, in 
the case ofan intact oven, it bakes standing; here, it does 
not bake standing. Therefore, its function is not similar to 
its original function. 


In that same Tosefta where Rabbi Yosei testified in the 
name of Rabbi Eliezer ben Yaakov about shards of an 
old oven that may be moved on Shabbat, and about its 
cover, which does not require a handle, and which is 
considered a vessel and may be moved as is, Ravina says: 
In accordance with whose opinion do we now move the 
oven covers in the city of Mehasya that do not have 
handles? In accordance with whose opinion is it? It is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer ben 
Ya’akov. 


MI S H N A stone that is in a gourd used to 

draw water [kiruya],"™! if they fill 
itwith water and the stone does not fall, one may fill with 
it on Shabbat, and if not, and the stone does fall, one may 
not fill with it. 


With regard to a vine branch that is tied to a pitcher, one 
may fill water with it on Shabbat because the branch 
became part of the vessel. 
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With regard to a window shutter,” Rabbi Eliezer says: When it is tied 
to and hanging from the window, i.e., itis not touching the ground, one 
may shutter the window with it, because it is not considered building; 
and if not, i.e., it is touching the ground, one may not shutter the win- 
dow with it. And the Rabbis say: Both in this case and in that case one 


may shutter with it. 
GEMA We learned in a mishna there: In the case ofa 
stone that is atop a barrel and one wants to 
open the barrel, he tilts the barrel on its side and the stone falls. Rab- 
ba said that Rabbi Ami said that Rabbi Yohanan said: They only 
taught this in a case where one forgets the stone atop the barrel; how- 
ever, in a case where one places" the stone atop the barrel intention- 
ally, the barrel becomes a base for a prohibited object, and it is there- 
fore prohibited to move the barrel. And Rav Yosef said that Rabbi Asi 
said that Rabbi Yohanan said: They only taught this in a case where 
one forgets it; however, in a case where one places it there, the stone 
becomes a cover for the barrel and it is permitted to use it like other 
barrel covers. 


Rabba said: We raise an objection to our halakha from the mishna: 
With regard to a stone that is in a gourd used to draw water, if they fill 
it with water and the stone does not fall, one may fill with it on Shab- 
bat. Apparently, if the stone is designated for a purpose, it is no longer 
set-aside. He rejects the proof: And that is not so, as these cases are not 
comparable. There, in the case of the stone in the gourd, since one at- 
tached it to the gourd, he rendered the stone a wall of the gourd and 
part of the vessel, unlike in the case of the stone atop the barrel. 


Rav Yosef said: And we raise an objection to our halakha from the 
mishna: And if not, and the stone does fall, one may not fill with it. A 
stone that is not attached is not considered to be part of the vessel and 
is therefore set-aside. He rejects the proof. And that is not so, as these 
cases are not comparable. There, since he did not attach the stone to 
the gourd, he negates its status as a part of the vessel and it remains 
set-aside. 


The Gemara explains: With regard to what do they disagree? One Sage, 
Rabba, holds that we require an action to change the status of a stone 
or another set-aside object into a vessel, and one Sage, Rav Yosef, holds 
that we do not require an action. 


And they, Rabbi Ami and Rabbi Asi, follow their regular line of reason- 
ing, as when Rav Dimi came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia he said 

that Rabbi Hanina said, and some say that it was Rabbi Zeira who 

said that Rabbi Hanina said: Once Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi went to one 

place and found a course of building stones," and he said to his stu- 
dents: Go out and think that you are designating these stones for 
Shabbat so that we may sit on them tomorrow on Shabbat, and Rabbi 

Yehuda HaNasi did not require them to perform an action with those 

stones. Thought alone was sufficient. 


Rabbi Yohanan said: That is not what happened. Rabbi Yehuda Ha- 
Nasi required them to perform an action to designate the stones. The 
Gemara asks: What action did he say to them to perform? Rabbi Ami 
said that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said to them: Go out and arrange the 
stones." Rabbi Asi said that he said to them: Go out and rub the 
mortar off of them. Rabbi Ami requires a more significant action to 
render the stones a vessel. 


It was stated that there was a dispute with regard to this matter. Rabbi 
Yosei ben Shaul said: It was a new stack of beams, not stones. And 
Rabbi Yohanan ben Shaul said: It was the sounding pole of a ship 
used to determine the depth of the water. The one who said that Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi permitted sitting on a ship’s sounding pole, all the 
more so he permitted doing so in the case of beams. And with regard 
to the one who said that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi permitted sitting on a 
stack of beams, but in the case of the sounding pole he would pro- 
hibit doing so because it is set-aside due to monetary loss, as he is 
particular about it that it will not become warped and damaged. 


BACKGROUND 
Window shutter - ion ppa: In talmudic times, the 
window shutter was typically tied to and hanging 
from the window. At times, wood that was not at- 
tached to the window was placed in the window as 
a shutter. When not in use, it was placed alongside 
the window and utilized for other purposes as well. 


Window shutters resembling those used in talmudic times 


HALAKHA 


Where one forgets...where one places - ...n3iwa 
maa: If one forgets a set-aside item upon a vessel, 
e.g. a stone atop a barrel, prior to Shabbat, and then 
wants to take wine from the barrel on Shabbat, it 
is permitted to tilt the vessel so that the set-aside 
item will fall. If one placed the set-aside item on the 
vessel with the intention that it remain there after 
the start of Shabbat, it is prohibited to tilt or to shake 
the vessel because the vessel became a base for a 
prohibited object, in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yohanan. Some authorities permit tilting 
the vessel even if one placed the set-aside item on 
the vessel with the intention that it remain there 
after the start of Shabbat, if his intention was to re- 
move it on Shabbat. If he intended that it remain in 
place for the duration of Shabbat, then the vessel 
becomes a base for a prohibited object (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 25:17; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 309:4). 


A course of building stones — na bw J21: One 
may not sit on stones designated ‘for construction, 
even if before Shabbat he thought to utilize them. 
However, if one arranged the stones before Shabbat, 
itis permitted to sit on them, in accordance with Rab- 
bi Yohanan and the explanation of Rabbi Ami. Some 
authorities permitted one to use them even if he 
merely thought to use them before Shabbat, which is 
the halakha in the case of palm fronds (Rema based 
on the Maggid Mishne in the name of the Rif, Ran, 
and Rosh; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
25:21; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 308:21 and in the 
comment of the Rema). 


NOTES 


Go out and arrange the stones — ova) INY: Some 
commentaries explain this phrase to mean learn to 
identify them. Each student was instructed to choose 
a specific stone and identify it. That is sufficient to 
prepare the stone for use on Shabbat, and no action 
is necessary (geonim). 
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NOTES 


Stones...hard branches of a palm tree - by niy... 
bot: Some commentaries are of the opinion that since people 
use these objects in different ways, one cannot make a clear 
halakhic distinction between stones and branches and there- 
fore thought alone is sufficient to allow them to be moved 
on Shabbat. Other commentaries explain that there is in fact 
a difference between these two objects, with regard to the 
way they are generally used, in one of the following ways: (1) 
Palm fronds are more suitable for sitting (Tosafot); (2) stones 
are not particularly suitable for sitting because they are hard 
and cold; (3) stones are expensive and are only prepared for 
use in construction (Meri). 


A shoot that is still connected — nyam mint: The law per- 
mitting the use of a shoot connected to the ground within 
three handbreadths of the ground is based on the principle 
that objects separated by less than three handbreadths are 
considered connected. Therefore, a shoot within three hand- 
breadths of the ground is considered to be part of the ground. 
Therefore, the rabbinic decree prohibiting use of a tree does 
not apply in that case. 


A window shutter — ona ppa: There are various opinions 
among the commentaries with regard to a window shut- 
ter. Rashi holds that the prohibition of building temporary 
structures applies only to a roof and not to walls. Therefore, 
the window here is a skylight in the roof. That opinion was 
rejected in Tosafot. With regard to the shutter, some say that it 
is referring to a piece of wood that is neither connected to the 
window by a hinge nor by a rope (Meir). Other commentaries 
state that this is referring to a cloth curtain that slides open 
and closed (Rav Natan Av HaYeshiva; Rambam’s Commentary 
on the Mishna). 


HALAKHA 
A shoot that is still connected — nyama mint: If a shoot is 
ied to a bucket, one may utilize the bucket to draw water. 
However, if the shoot is not tied to the bucket, then it is pro- 
hibited to use it, lest the person sever the shoot and attach it 
o the bucket (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 23:7). 


A temporary tent — x batts: It is prohibited to build a tent 
on Shabbat or on a Festival, even if it is temporary. The defini- 
ion of a temporary tent in this context is a structure with a 
roof. Constructing permanent, significant partitions, e.g., the 
walls of a sukka, is also prohibited. However, it is permitted 
o build temporary or insignificant partitions, e.g., a partition 
established for privacy (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shab- 
bat 22:27; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 315:1). 


Adding to a temporary tent - rc dried MDD: It is permit- 
ted to add to a temporary tent. For example, one who partially 
spread at least one handbreadth of a tent-like covering before 
Shabbat is permitted to extend it (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 22:27; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 315:2). 
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We learned in the mishna: With regard to a vine branch 
thatis tied to a pitcher, one may fill water with it on Shabbat. 
The Gemara infers: If it is tied, yes, it is permitted; if it is 
not tied, no, it is prohibited. Let us say that the mishna is 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabban Shimon ben 
Gamliel. 


As it was taught in a baraita: With regard to hard branches 
ofa palm tree" that one cut for firewood or for construction, 
and then he reconsidered their designation and decided 
to use them for sitting, he must tie the branches together 
on Shabbat eve so that they will not be set-aside. Rabban 
Shimon ben Gamliel says: He need not tie them together, 
and nevertheless, it is permitted to move them. According 
to Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel, cut wood need not be 
specially prepared to be used on Shabbat. 


Rav Sheshet says: Even if you say that the mishna is in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel, 
with what are we dealing here? With a case where the shoot 
is still connected to its origin, the vine." The Gemara asks: 
If so, he is making use of an item that is attached to the 
ground, and the Sages issued a decree prohibiting the use 
of any plant attached to the ground. The Gemara answers: 
This is referring to a branch attached to the vine below three 
handbreadths off the ground. A vine attached to the ground 
below three handbreadths off the ground was not prohib- 
ited in that decree, just as it is permitted to make use of tree 
roots adjacent to the ground. Rav Ashi said: Even if you say 
that it is referring to a branch that is detached, nevertheless, 
its use is prohibited due to the decree lest one cut and 
straighten the branch to prepare it for use with the bucket. 
Therefore, Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel teaches that there 
is no need for concern. 


We learned in the mishna that Rabbi Eliezer and the Rabbis 

dispute the case of a window shutter" and in what manner 
one is permitted to shutter a window on Shabbat. Rabba bar 
bar Hana said that Rabbi Yohanan said: Everyone agrees 

that one may not construct a temporary tent" on a Festi- 
val for the first time, and needless to say, one may not do 

so on Shabbat. The tanna’im disagree only with regard to 

adding to an existing tent," as Rabbi Eliezer says: One may 
not add to an existing structure ona Festival, and needless 

to say, one may not do so on Shabbat. And the Rabbis say: 
One may add to a temporary structure on Shabbat, and 

needless to say, one may do so on a Festival. 


We learned in the mishna that the Rabbis say: Both in this 
case and in that case one may shutter with it. The Gemara 
asks: What is the meaning of: Both in this case and in that 
case, in this context? Rabbi Abba said that Rav Kahana 
said: 


Both if itis tied" and ifit is not tied it is permitted, and that 
is only if it is prepared for this purpose beforehand. 


HALAKHA 


Tied — wp: It is permitted to move a bolt attached to a door 
and utilize it to lock any other door, in accordance with the 


opinion of Rabbi Yehuda (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 26:10; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 313:1). 
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Rabbi Yirmeya said to Rabbi Abba: And let the Master say it in 
this way: Both if it is hanging and if it is not hanging, and that is 
only if it is tied, as Rabba bar bar Hana said that Rabbi Yohanan 
said: Like the dispute here with regard to the window shutter, so 
too is the dispute with regard to a bolt" that was dragged, which 
refers to a pole that was stuck through a hole in the door and into 
the ground in order to hold the door in place. As we learned in a 
mishna: With regard to a bolt that is dragged, which is not a part 
of the door itself but is attached to it and is dragged on the ground, 
one locks with it in the Temple on Shabbat, because the rabbinic 
decrees are not in effect in the Temple, but not in the rest of the 
country outside the Temple. And a bolt that is placed alongside 
the door and not attached, here, in the Temple, and there, outside 
the Temple, it is prohibited to lock with it on Shabbat. Rabbi Ye- 
huda says: One that was placed is permitted in the Temple and 
one that is dragged is permitted even in the rest of the country." 


And it was taught in a baraita: What is a bolt that is dragged that 
one locks with it in the Temple but not in the rest of the country? 
Any bolt that is tied and hangs from the door and one of its edges 
reaches the ground. Rabbi Yehuda says: That is permitted even 
in the rest of the country. Rather, what is prohibited in the rest of 
the country? Any bolt that is neither tied nor hung, and one re- 
moves it from the door and places it in a corner. 


And Rabbi Yehoshua bar Abba said in the name of Ulla: Who is 
the tanna who taught the halakha of a bolt that is dragged? The 
tanna is Rabbi Eliezer, whose opinion in this case is identical to his 
opinion in the mishna with regard to the window shutter. It is cer- 
tainly referring to a shutter that is attached. If it is not attached, 
Rabbi Eliezer holds that it is prohibited for use even in the Temple. 


Rabbi Abba said to Rabbi Yirmeya: It is I who say that this case is 
in accordance with the opinion of this tanna, as it was taught in 
the Tosefta: With regard to a reed that the homeowner installed to 
open and lock the door with it like a bolt, when it is tied and hang- 
ing in the entrance, one may open and lock the door with it on 
Shabbat, and when it is not tied and hanging, one may not open 
and lock the door with it. Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: If it 
was prepared’ for that use, it is permitted to use it even if it is not 
tied. There is an opinion that holds that a bolt need not be attached, 
and preparation is sufficient to permit its use." 


Rav Yehuda bar Sheilat said that Rav Asi said that Rabbi Yohanan 
said: The halakha in this case is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel. 


The Gemara asks: Did Rabbi Yohanan really say this? Didn’t we 
learn in the mishna: All covers of vessels 


that have a handle may be moved on Shabbat. And Rav Yehuda 
bar Sheila said that Rav Asi said that Rabbi Yohanan said: And 
that is specifically when the status of a vessel applies to them, i.e., 
when the cover itself is suited for use as a vessel. This is contrary to 
the opinion of Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel, who holds that prepa- 
ration alone is sufficient. 


NOTES 


A bolt and a shutter — 753 %33: There are a va- 
riety of approaches among the commentaries, 
both in terms of interpreting the Gemara and 
in terms of drawing the halakhic conclusion. 
The simple understanding is that the problem 
in the cases of the bolt and the shutter is the 
same, i.e., concern about the prohibited labor o 
building on Shabbat (Rashi). Others explain tha 
the cases are similar only superficially (Tosafot 
and others). In fact, in the case of the bolt, there 
is an element of prohibition due to the fact tha 
itis set-aside, because if the bolt is not attached 
to the door it does not have the status of a ves- 
sel and may not be moved. The window shut- 
ter is prohibited due to the prohibition agains 
constructing a tent. In the Jerusalem Talmud, 
Rabbi Yohanan did not rule in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabban Shimon ben Gamlie 
with regard to the bolt. He ruled in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. There is an 
anecdote cited in the Jerusalem Talmud that in 
the house of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, they would 
lock the door with a bolt that was tied to the 
door even if it was not hanging. This ruling is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. 


In the Temple...in the rest of the country — 
my vaa...wpaa: Rabbinic decrees prohibiting 
labor on Shabbat were not in effect in the 
Temple, because the priests are vigilant in their 
performance of mitzvot and there is no concern 
that they will come to violate a Torah prohi- 
bition. Therefore, there is no need to institute 
preventative measures. The same is true in other 
areas of halakha. For example, with regard to 
ritual impurity, decrees issued by the Sages 
were not in effect in the Temple. 


Prepared — }1ma: Some commentaries explain 
that according to the Gemara, a prepared bolt 
means there that the reed underwent a physical 
change that transformed it into a vessel that 
may be moved even if it is not attached to the 
door (Meiri). 


HALAKHA 


The halakhot of a bolt — 133 9°: If it is evident 
that a bolt was fashioned for the express pur- 
pose of locking a door, e.g., if it has a thick end, 
it need not be attached to the door or to the 
doorframe to permit it to be moved, in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabban Shimon ben 
Gamliel and the ruling of Rabbi Yohanan (see 
Hagahot Maimoniyot; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 26:10). 
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NOTES 
Rabbi Yohanan holds in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel in one matter and 
disagrees with him in one matter - > xT JIN 937 


xia by bar etna mma: Even though it is inappropri- 


ate for an amora to disagree with a tanna, he may adopt a 


compromise between two conflicting tannaitic opinions. 


Therefore, an amora can partially accept the opinion of one 
of the tanna‘im (see Yad Malakhi). 


An action is greater — 31 AWyra: Since there is a contradiction 


ploys the actions of the Sages in determining the halakha 
in other cases as well. 


vidual opinion in accordance with the unattributed mishna 
here, and there is an individual opinion in accordance with 
he unattributed mishna here. 


HALAKHA 


Moving the covers of vessels — oan DD bivbv: It is pro- 


hibited to move the cover of a pit on Shabbat, unless it has 
a handle, which renders it a vessel. It is permitted to move 


a vessel cover, even if the vessel is attached to the ground, 
and even if it does not have a handle. This latter ruling ap- 


plies if one designated the covers for this purpose before 
Shabbat or if one performed an action indicating that that 
is their designation, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yosei, which is usually the basis for the halakha, and which 
in this case is Rabbi Yohanan’s second version of the dispute 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 25:13; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 308:10). 
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between two unattributed mishnayot, the action is signifi- 
cant in determining the halakha. However, the Gemara em- 
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And if you say: Here, too, Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel is referring 
to acase where the status of a vessel applies to the reed, does Rab- 
ban Shimon ben Gamliel require that the status of a vessel apply 
to it? Wasn’t it taught in a baraita: With regard to hard branches 
of a palm tree that one cut for firewood or for construction and 
then he reconsidered their designation and decided to use them 
for sitting, he must tie the branches together on Shabbat eve so that 
they will not be set-aside. Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: He 
need not tie them together, and nevertheless, it is permitted to 
move them. Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel does not require that one 
render it a vessel. Thought is sufficient. 


The Gemara answers: Rabbi Yohanan holds in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel in one matter and 
disagrees with him in one matter." 


Rabbi Yitzhak taught at the entrance of the house of the Exilarch: 
The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer in 
the matter of a window shutter. Rav Amram raised an objection 
from that we learned explicitly in a mishna: And from their state- 
ments and their actions, we derived that one may seal a window, 
and measure, and tie a knot on Shabbat. Apparently, one may 
shutter the window under any circumstances, not only when the 
shutter was prepared for use, as Rabbi Eliezer said. 


Abaye said to Rav Amram: What is your opinion, that the proof is 
decisive because it was taught in the mishna unattributed and the 
halakha is in accordance with an unattributed mishna? The mishna 
with regard to a bolt that is dragged is also an unattributed mish- 
na. The halakha should be in accordance with that mishna as well. 
The Gemara concludes: And even so, an action is greater." Even 
though the two mishnayot are of equal weight, since one of them not 
only cites an unattributed opinion but also relates an incident where 
the Sages shuttered a window, that source is decisive. 


MI S H N A All covers of vessels that have a handle may 

be moved" on Shabbat. Rabbi Yosei said: 
In what case is this statement said? In the case of a cover for the 
ground, i.e., the cover of a pit; however, with regard to covers of 


vessels, both in this case and in that case, even if they do not have 
handles, they may be moved on Shabbat. 


re E M A Rav Yehuda bar Sheila said that Rabbi Asi 

said that Rabbi Yohanan said: And this 
applies specifically when the status of a vessel applies to them and 
they are suited for some use. The Gemara adds: Everyone holds 
that with regard to a cover for the ground, if it has a handle, yes, it 
is permitted to move it, and if not, no, it is prohibited to move it; 
with regard to a cover of a vessel, even ifit does not have a handle, 
it is permitted to move it. 


When they disagree in the mishna, it is with regard to vessels that 
one attached to the ground. This Sage, the first tanna, holds that 
we issue a decree according to which it is prohibited to move the 
cover ofa vessel attached to the ground due to the concern that one 
will move a cover for the ground itself, and that Sage, Rabbi Yosei, 
holds that we do not issue a decree. 


Another version of this statement: When they disagree in the 
mishna, it is with regard to the cover of an oven; this Sage likens 
it to a cover for the ground, and this Sage likens it to a cover of a 
vessel. 
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The halakhot of items that are set aside from use on Shabbat, as explained in this 
chapter, are unique in that earlier generations at the beginning of the Second Temple 
era were especially stringent with regard to these laws and forbade handling practi- 
cally all utensils. Over the course of time, as the Sages saw that the nation as a whole 
was more meticulous in observing Shabbat, they became progressively more lenient 
with regard to this prohibition. 


In the final halakhic conclusions in these matters, the lenient opinions of Rabbi Shi- 
mon and Rabbi Yosei were accepted. In their view, items that are set-aside [muktze ] 
because of monetary loss are entirely forbidden from being handled, while utensils 
whose function is prohibited on Shabbat may be handled in order to use them for 
a permitted purpose or if one needs the place on which they are located. Items that 
are repulsive are not prohibited to be handled. 


Nonetheless, there are still several aspects of this area of halakha for which no le- 
niencies apply. According to all opinions, anything that does not have the status ofa 
utensil, such as raw materials and money, is set-aside. Additionally, according to most 
opinions, any item that was set aside at the beginning of Shabbat remains set-aside for 
the duration of Shabbat. It should also be emphasized that the decision to be lenient 
with the laws pertaining to items that are set-aside applies specifically to Shabbat. On 
Festivals, the halakha follows the stringent view with regard to this prohibition. This 
is based upon the assumption that the sanctity of Shabbat had been internalized by 
the nation to the point that it did not need further strengthening and safeguarding. 
Concerning the Festivals, however, since certain prohibited labors are permitted for 
the sake of food preparation, it was necessary to impose additional decrees and safe- 
guards in order to ensure that the sanctity of the Festivals would not be disregarded. 


Summary of 
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This chapter addresses three different halakhot that are only slightly related to one 
another. One topic continues the discussion of some of the laws of items that have 
been set aside from Shabbat use; see Chapter Seventeen for the major principles. The 
second topic addresses caring for and handling animals on Shabbat. The third topic 
examines the situation of a woman who has given birth on Shabbat, and caring for 
her in ways that could constitute prohibited labors. These halakhot do not seem to 
be related, but they are all included in the category of shevut, prohibitions that are 
not from the Torah like the categories of prohibited labor, but which were instituted 
by the Sages on Shabbat and the Festivals in order to prevent the violation of Torah 
prohibitions or to enhance the sanctity of the day. 


There are shevut decrees that apply to many different areas, and this chapter addresses 
only some of them. However, we can derive from these examples the scope of shevut 
restrictions in many areas, remembering that each one is based upon rabbinic decree. 


The halakhot discussed in this chapter are further related. Since the Sages themselves 
instituted these prohibitions as protective measures to prevent violation of Torah 
law, they could also be lenient in certain cases. This is possible only with regard to 
rabbinic decrees, but not with regard to prohibitions that stem from Torah law; as 
the Sages expressed it: They said [it is prohibited] and they said [it is permitted in 
particular circumstances]. For example, in cases of significant need, such as for the 
honor of guests or to facilitate Torah study, the Sages permitted several actions that 
would otherwise have been prohibited due to muktze. Such leniencies also exist with 
regard to other shevut restrictions, such as caring for animals on Shabbat. Although 
there are restrictions due to several relevant rabbinic decrees and concerns, since 
these are not Torah prohibitions, the Sages were lenient when necessary in order 
to prevent significant monetary loss or to prevent animals from experiencing pain. 


After addressing the permitted methods of caring for birthing animals on Shabbat, 
the chapter discusses how to care for a woman who gives birth on Shabbat. Here the 
Gemara even addresses activities that are prohibited by Torah law as well as those 
prohibited by rabbinic decree, as both are permitted in order to save a life. The ha- 
lakha is very lenient in such cases, to the point that it is permissible to perform any 
prohibited labor in the event of even a small concern for danger to human life. 
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habbat, 
MISHNA™ Shabbat, one wed move even 


four or five baskets" of straw and 
baskets of produce, due to the guests, who require that 
place to sit, and due to suspension of Torah study in the 
study hall, where space is required to seat the students. 
However, one may not move these items to create space in 
the storeroom. 


One may move ritually pure teruma," although it may only 
be eaten by a priest; and doubtfully tithed produce [demai], 
which may not be eaten until tithes are separated from it due 
to concern that an am ha aretz did not separate its tithes; and 
first tithe whose teruma of the tithe has already been taken 
and given to priests; and second tithe and consecrated 
items that were redeemed; and even dry lupine, which is 
not fit for consumption by a person, because it is goat food. 


However, one may neither move untithed produce, nor 
first tithe whose teruma has not been taken, nor second 
tithe and consecrated items that were not redeemed, nor 
raw arum and raw mustard, as all of these items are not fit 
for consumption and are therefore set aside. Rabban Shi- 
mon ben Gamliel permits moving in the case of arum® 
because it is food for ravens." 


With regard to bundles of straw, and bundles of wood, and 
bundles of twigs, if one prepared them on Shabbat eve for 
animal food, one may move them. And if not, one may not 


move them. 
The Gemara asks: Now that the 


GE MA mishna stated that one may move 


five baskets, is mentioning four baskets necessary? 


Rav Hisda said: The mishna means that one may move four 
out of five" baskets, but not all of them. Some say: It is per- 
mitted to move four baskets from a small storeroom and 
five baskets from a large storeroom. 


The Gemara asks: And what then is the meaning of: How- 
ever, one may not move these items to create space in the 
storeroom? It means that one may not use the storeroom 
for the first time. If he has never taken supplies from this 
storeroom, he may not begin moving baskets from it. And 
whose opinion is cited in this mishna? It is the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda, who is of the opinion that this constitutes a 
prohibition of set-aside. The contents of a storeroom that 
was never used are set-aside. 


And Shmuel says: The difficulty in the mishna should be 
explained as a figure of speech: Four and five, 


as people who are not so precise in their formulation say: 
Four or five. And if one so desires, he may clear even more. 
And what then is the meaning of: However, one may not 
move these items to create space in the storeroom? It means 
that one may not finish moving the baskets out of the entire 
storeroom, lest he come to level the floor by filling the holes. 
However, one may begin removing baskets from the store- 
room. And whose opinion is cited in this mishna? It is the 
opinion of Rabbi Shimon, who is not of the opinion that 
there is a prohibition of set-aside. 


HALAKHA 

One may move even four or five baskets — yaq% Sox paan 
nisip wam: Moving some of the contents of a storehouse to 
make room for guests is permitted. This is done in the following 
manner: If the storehouse is large, one moves five baskets, each 
with a capacity of three se'a (Mordekhai; Ran), to make room for 
guests. And if the warehouse is small and there are only five 
baskets in it, one may move only four out of the five. Although 
the ruling is fundamentally in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Shimon, the number of baskets was restricted to prevent 
exertion, as per the opinion of Rav Hisda. Also, the simple under- 
standing of the mishna and the Gemara is in accordance with 
Rav Hisda's opinion (Rabbeinu Hananel; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 21:2, 26:15; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 333:1). 


NOTES 
One may move ritually pure teruma — miT MANN PD: It is 
prohibited to move ritually impure teruma on ‘Shabbat because 
it must be burned, and the only way one may benefit from it is 
through burning it. Since it is prohibited to kindle a fire on Shab- 
bat, that teruma is set-aside (see Ramban). 


Ravens — pany: Ravens are raised for beauty and sport (Rashi). 
Although this is a pastime limited to the wealthy people, Rabban 
Shimon ben Gamliel maintains that all Jewish people are worthy 
of high status (see p. 158). 


Four out of five - wama pa: The same applies to three out of 
four. The concept is that one may not move all of the baskets; he 
must leave some in place (Korban Netanel). 


BACKGROUND 

Arum- ath: This plant is generally identified as the arum of Eretz 
Yisrael, Arum palaestinum, from the Araceae family. This plant has 

a bulb in the ground from which large leaves sprout. The arum 

inflorescence has a unique structure and is covered with a special 

type of leaf called a spathe. All parts of the plant contain calcium 

oxalate, Ca (COO),, which is poisonous and causes extreme itch- 
ing to any skin that comes in contact with it. Consequently, arum 

is not eaten by people in its raw state, and few animals draw 
sustenance from it. The bulb and leaves are cooked or roasted 

to make them edible for people. The plant grows in the wild in 

all regions of Eretz Yisrael. 


Arum plant 
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This 


HALAKHA 


One may not use the storeroom for the 
first time - ann ayia poring py: If a 
storehouse is filled with produce or jugs of 
wine, it is permitted to avail oneself of its 
contents on Shabbat. Nevertheless, it may 
only be emptied for the purpose of a mitzva, 
eg., receiving guests or setting up a study 
hall. It is permitted to forge a path through 
the contents of the storehouse with one’s 
feet while entering and exiting (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 26:15). 


To minimize the walking distance - iya 
xana: When clearing baskets from a 
storehouse on Shabbat, one should not di- 
vide the contents of the larger baskets into 
smaller baskets, thereby increasing the num- 
ber of trips and making one’s exertion more 
conspicuous. The dilemma pertaining to this 
issue remained unresolved, and therefore 
the ruling is stringent (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 333:2). 


It is all according to the number of guests — 
pmina 94am: The allowance to move four 
or five baskets means that a basket may be 

moved for each guest. This ruling is in ac- 

cordance with the conclusion of the Gemara 

(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
26:15; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 333:3). 


NOTES 


Piled grain — nyay agian: Some authori- 
ties explain that this halakha with regard to 
piled grain is only according to Rav Hisda, 
who holds that the halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. However, 
according to Shmuel, who holds that the 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Shimon, there is no prohibition of 
set-aside, and piled grain is not prohibited 
(see Meiri). 

Several geonim cited this halakha as 
proof for Rav Hisda’s opinion. The geonim 
added that the measurement mentioned 
in the Gemara corresponds to the measure- 
ment mentioned in the Jerusalem Talmud. 
The Jerusalem Talmud states that each bas- 
ket may weigh three sea, which means that 
five baskets equal fifteen sea, which is half 
of a kor, or a letekh. 


And Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi cleared the 
bundles from the whole field in its 
entirety — mba mwa bp var ayy: It is im- 
portant to note that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
neither gathered the bundles nor ordered 
them to be gathered in one place, as that 
would involve performance of the prohib- 
ited labor of gathering. Rather, each bundle 
was moved to a separate place. 
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The Sages taught in a baraita: One may not use the storeroom for the 
first time.” If one has never taken supplies from this storeroom, he may 
not begin moving baskets from it. However, he makes a path in it, so that 
he will be able to enter and exit. The Gemara asks: He makes a path in 
it? Did you not say: One may not use the storeroom for the first time? 
The Gemara answers that the baraita is saying as follows: He makes a path 
in it by moving baskets with his feet, as he enters the storehouse and as 
he exits. He may not move the basket with his hand. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: With regard to piled grain," if one had 
started to take grain from the pile on Shabbat eve, it is permitted to 
satisfy his needs from it on Shabbat, and if not, it is prohibited to sat- 
isfy his needs from it on Shabbat; this is the statement of Rabbi Shimon. 
Rabbi Aha permits doing so in any case. The Gemara raises a difficulty: 
On the contrary; it is Rabbi Shimon who is lenient with regard to the 
halakhot of set-aside. Rather, emend the baraita and say: This is the state- 
ment of Rabbi Aha. Rabbi Shimon permits doing so in any case. 


It was taught: How much is the measure of piled grain needed to confer 
the legal status of a storeroom? A half-kor. Rav Nahumi bar Zekharya 
raised a dilemma before Abaye: The measure of piled grain, how much 
is it? Abaye said to him that they said: The measure of piled grain is a 
half-kor. 


A dilemma was raised before the Sages: These four or five baskets, which 
the tanna stated in the mishna, is he saying the following: Four or five 
baskets, yes, one may move them, more baskets, no, one may not move 
them? This would indicate that it is preferable to minimize the walking 
distance" because fewer baskets results in less walking in and out of the 
storeroom. Or perhaps it is preferable to minimize the size of the burden 
by carrying smaller baskets, as long as the total measure of all that one 
carries does not exceed the capacity of five large baskets? 


Come and hear a resolution to this dilemma, as one baraita taught: One 
may move even four or five baskets containing jugs of oil and jugs of 
wine. And it was taught in another baraita: One may move them even in 
ten and in fifteen baskets. What, is it not that the two baraitot disagree 
concerning the following matter, as this Sage in the first baraita holds that 
it is preferable to minimize the walking distance by moving fewer, heavi- 
er baskets, and this Sage in the second baraita holds that it is preferable 
to minimize the size of the burden by moving lighter baskets over the 
course of several trips. 


The Gemara rejects this: No, everyone agrees that it is preferable to 

minimize the walking distance. And do you hold that: In ten and in fif- 
teen, is referring to baskets? It is referring to jugs, and there is no dispute 

between the baraitot. And this is not difficult: This baraita, which spoke 

of moving five, is referring to a case in which the jugs are taken one by 
one in each basket. And that baraita, which speaks of moving ten, is refer- 
ring to a case in which the jugs are taken two by two in each basket. And 

that baraita, which speaks of moving fifteen, is referring to a case in which 

the jugs are taken three by three, e.g., in the case of the small jugs of 
Harpanya. 


A dilemma was raised before the Sages: These four or five baskets, which 
the tanna stated in the mishna, is he saying that one may move only four 
or five baskets even though he has many guests? Or perhaps, it is all 
according to the number of guests," and if there are more guests one may 
move more baskets. And if you say it is all according to the number of 
guests, does one man move the baskets to make room for all of them, or 
perhaps each and every man moves a basket to make room for himself? 


Come and hear a resolution to this dilemma from that which Rabba said 

that Rav Hiyya said: Once Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi went to a certain place 

and saw that the place was too crowded for the students. And he went 

to the field and found a field full of bundles of grain, and Rabbi Yehuda 

HaNasi cleared the bundles from the whole field in its entirety.’ Con- 
clude from it that the quantity that can be moved is all according to the 

number of guests. 
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Rising early to the study hall - wyman ma naw: Rising early to 
the study hall is not referring exclusively to students. Those who 
bring others to the study hall are equally praiseworthy (Rav Ya'akov 


Emden). 


Tes TT: 


said: Adonai, if now | have foünd fori ade please pass not from 
Your servant”(Genesis 18:3). The commentaries dispute the interpreta- 
tion of the term: Adonai. Most interpret it as a sacred reference to God. 
Abraham asks God to wait for him until he finishes hosting his guests. 


And Rav Yosef said that Rav Hoshaya said: Once Rabbi Hiyya went to 
a certain place and saw that the place was too crowded for the students. 
And he went to the field and found a field full of bundles of grain, and 
Rabbi Hiyya cleared the bundles from the whole field in its entirety. 
Conclude from it that the quantity that can be moved is all according to 
the number of guests. 


The Gemara continues: And still you have a dilemma. Does one man 
move the baskets to make room for all of them, or perhaps each and 
every man moves baskets to make room for himself? 


Come and hear a resolution to this question. We learned: And Rabbi 

Yehuda HaNasi cleared the bundles. Apparently, one person moved the 

bundles to make room for the others. The Gemara rejects the proof: And 

according to your reasoning, your opinion, do you think Rabbi Yehuda 

HaNasi, the spiritual leader of his generation, cleared the bundles him- 
self? Rather, he ordered others to do so, and he thereby cleared the 

bundles. And actually, each and every one moves a bundle to make 

room for himself." 


We learned in the mishna: One may move baskets of produce due to the 
guests and in order to prevent the suspension of Torah study in the study 
hall. Rabbi Yohanan said: Hospitality toward guests is as great" as rising 
early to go to the study hall," as the mishna equates them and teaches: 
Due to the guests and due to suspension of Torah study in the study 
hall. And Rav Dimi from Neharde’a says: Hospitality toward guests is 
greater than rising early to the study hall, as it teaches: Due to the 
guests, and only afterward: And due to suspension of Torah study in 
the study hall. Rav Yehuda said that Rav said on a related note: Hospi- 
tality toward guests is greater than receiving the Divine Presence, as 
when Abraham invited his guests it is written: “And he said: Lord, ifnow 


I have found favor in Your sight, please pass not from Your servant” 


(Genesis 18:3). Abraham requested that God, the Divine Presence, wait 
for him while he tended to his guests appropriately.” Rabbi Elazar said: 
Come and see that the attribute of the Holy One, Blessed be He, is not 
like that of flesh and blood. The attribute of flesh and blood people is 
such that a less significant person is unable to say to a more significant 
person: Wait until I come to you, while with regard to the Holy One, 
Blessed be He, it is written: “And he said: Lord, if now I have found 
favor in Your sight, please pass not from Your servant.” Abraham re- 
quested that God wait for him due to his guests. 


Rav Yehuda bar Sheila said that Rabbi Asi said that Rabbi Yohanan said: 
There are six matters a person enjoys the profits of in this world,’ and 
nevertheless the principal exists for him for the World-to-Come, and 
they are: Hospitality toward guests, and visiting the sick, and consid- 
eration during prayer, and rising early to the study hall, and one who 
raises his sons to engage in Torah study, and one who judges another 
favorably," giving him the benefit of the doubt. 


The Gemara asks: Is that so? And did we not learn in a mishna: These 
are the matters that a person does them and enjoys their profits in this 
world, and nevertheless the principal exists for him for the World-to- 
Come, and they are: Honoring one’s father and mother, and acts of 
loving kindness, and bringing peace between a person and another, 
and Torah study is equal to all of them." By inference: These matters, 
yes, one enjoys their profits in this world and the principal exists for him 
in the World-to-Come; other matters, no. 


NOTES 


Other commentaries explain it as a non-sacred plural form of the word 
master [adon]. Abraham addressed his guests using this honorific. 


The profits of in this world — m3 oiya TaPNivs: The Rambam explains: 
Reward for observing mitzvot between man and God is received in 
the World to Come. However, some of the reward for fulfilling mitzvot 
between man and man is received in this world because their fulfillment 
is enjoyed by others. Some of the reward for Torah study is also received 
in this world because Torah study facilitates fulfillment of all the mitzvot 
(Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna). 


HALAKHA 


Each and every one moves a bundle to 
make room for himself — 93572 3m) 10 bs 
sword: It is prohibited to clear numerous 
objects for many guests because of the ex- 
tra exertions. Therefore, each guest should 
clear for himself or one other person. Since 
the question with regard to this issue was 
not resolved in the Gemara, the authorities 
ruled stringently (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 26:15; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 333:3). 


Hospitality toward guests is as great — 
prix noaa mina: The mitzva to display 
hospitality toward guests is greater than 
that of receiving the Divine Presence (Ram- 
bam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Evel 14:2). 


One who judges another favorably — 177 
mot 33 ian ny: Even after a judge ren- 
ders a decision and it is accepted by all the 
parties involved, the judge must make a 
concerted effort to judge the guilty party 
favorably. One must judge favorably es- 
pecially in cases where there is no ruling 
(Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Sanhedrin 
23:10 and Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Deot 5:7; 
Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen Mishpat 17:10). 


And Torah study is equal to all of them — 
obap tap min bm: The mitzva to study 
Torah is greater than all other mitzvot. If 
there is a mitzva that can be performed 
by others, one should not be derelict in his 
Torah study to fulfill that mitzva (Rambam 
Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Talmud Torah 3:3; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 246:18). 
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NOTES 
And there was an incident involving a certain person 
who...was hired to work for a certain homeowner — 
mat bya byy BUN... TAS OTK] TUYN: In the Sheiltot, 
Rav Ahai Gaon cited this incident and identified the 
homeowner as Rabbi Eliezer ben Hyrcanus and the worker 
that he hired as Rabbi Akiva. 


They dissolved all my vows -= 7713 bs b IPT: Some ex- 
plained that the Sages dissolved the homeowner's vows 
because they assumed that he only vowed to threaten 
his son. Otherwise, they would not have dissolved a vow 
of consecration. 


LANGUAGE 
Merchandise [perakmatya] — ‘ops: From the 
Greek mpaypateia, pragmateia, meaning business or 
merchandise. 
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The Gemara answers: These too, hospitality toward guests 
and visiting the sick, are in the category of acts of loving- 
kindness. A different version of that answer: These matters 
on the longer list are attributable to those, the matters on the 
shorter list. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: One who judges another favor- 
ably is himself judged favorably. And there was an incident 

involving a certain person who descended from the Upper 

Galilee and was hired to work for a certain homeowner "in 

the South for three years. On the eve of the Day of Atone- 
ment, he said to the homeowner: Give me my wages, and I 

will go and feed my wife and children. The homeowner said 

to him: I have no money. He said to him: In that case, give 

me my wages in the form of produce. He said to him: I have 

none. The worker said to him: Give me my wages in the form 

of land. The homeowner said to him: I have none. The work- 
er said to him: Give me my wages in the form of animals. He 

said to him: I have none. The worker said to him: Give me 

cushions and blankets. He said to him: I have none. The 

worker slung his tools over his shoulder behind him and 

went to his home in anguish. 


After the festival of Sukkot, the homeowner took the work- 
er’s wages in his hand, along with a burden that required 
three donkeys, one laden with food, one laden with drink, 
and one laden with types of sweets, and went to the worker’s 
home. After they ate and drank, the homeowner gave him 
his wages. 


The homeowner said to him: When you said to me: Give me 

my wages, and I said: I have no money, of what did you 

suspect me? Why did you not suspect me of trying to avoid 

paying you? The worker answered, I said: Perhaps the op- 
portunity to purchase merchandise [perakmatya |" inexpen- 
sively presented itself, and you purchased it with the money 
that you owed me, and therefore you had no money available. 
The homeowner asked: And when you said to me: Give me 

animals, and I said: I have no animals, of what did you 

suspect me? The worker answered: I said: Perhaps the ani- 
mals are hired to others. The homeowner asked: When you 

said to me: Give me land, and I said: I have no land, of what 

did you suspect me? The worker answered: I said: Perhaps 

the landis leased to others, and you cannot take the land from 

the lessees. The homeowner asked: And when you said to me: 
Give me produce, and I said: I have no produce, of what did 

you suspect me? The worker answered: I said: Perhaps they 
are not tithed, and that was why you could not give them to 

me. The homeowner asked: And when I said: I have no cush- 
ions or blankets, of what did you suspect me? The worker 
answered: I said: Perhaps he consecrated all his property to 

Heaven and therefore has nothing available at present. 


The homeowner said to him: I swear by the Temple service 
that it was so. I had no money available at the time because I 
vowed and consecrated all my property on account of Hyr- 
canus, my son, who did not engage in Torah study. The 
homeowner sought to avoid leaving an inheritance for his son. 
And when I came to my fellow residents in the South, the 
Sages of that generation, they dissolved all my vows." At that 
point, the homeowner had immediately gone to pay his work- 
er. Now the homeowner said: And you, just as you judged 
favorably, so may God judge you favorably. 
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On a similar note, the Gemara relates that the Sages taught in a 
baraita: There was an incident involving a certain pious man 
who redeemed a young Jewish woman from captivity. When 
they arrived at the inn he had her lie beneath his feet. The next 
day, he descended, and immersed in a ritual bath to purify him- 
self before Torah study and prayer, and taught his students. This 
conduct could arouse suspicion that the pious man kept the 
maiden for himself, as immersion in the morning is customary for 
men who have experienced a seminal emission by engaging in 
sexual relations. 


And the pious man said to his students: When I had her lie be- 
neath my feet, of what did you suspect me? They said to him: 

We said: Perhaps there is a student among us whose conduct is 

not established before the rabbi, and he wanted to make certain 

that this student would not inappropriately accost the young 

woman. Therefore, the rabbi kept the woman close by. 


He said to them: When I descended and immersed, of what did 
you suspect me? They answered: Perhaps due to the exertion of 
travel, a seminal emission befell the rabbi. He said to them: I 
swear by the Temple service that it was so. And you, just as you 
judged me favorably, so may God judge you favorably. 


The Sages taught a similar baraita: Once there was a certain mat- 
ter needed by Torah scholars. They wanted to discuss an issue 
with a certain matron® whose company was kept by all the 
prominent people of Rome. The Torah scholars wanted to ad- 
dress the government on behalf of the Jewish people, and they 
sought the matron’s advice. They said: Who will go? Rabbi Ye- 
hoshua said to them: I shall go. 


Rabbi Yehoshua and his students went to her. When he arrived 
with his students at the entrance of her house, he removed his 
phylacteries at a distance of four cubits from the door, and en- 
tered, and locked the door before them. After he emerged, he 
descended and immersed in a ritual bath, and taught his stu- 
dents. Here too, this was conduct that could arouse suspicion that 
something improper transpired. 


And he said to his students: When I removed the phylacteries, 
of what did you suspect me? They said to him, we said: The 

rabbi must hold that sacred items may not enter a place of im- 
purity. Therefore, it would have been inappropriate to enter the 

house with phylacteries. 


He asked: When I locked the door, of what did you suspect me? 
They said to him: We said: Perhaps there is a discreet royal mat- 
ter that must be discussed between him and her and should not 
be revealed. 


Rabbi Yehoshua asked: When I descended and immersed, of 
what did you suspect me? They said to him, we said: Perhaps a 
bit of spittle sprayed from her mouth onto the rabbi’s clothes. 
The Sages decreed that the legal status of a gentile is like that ofa 
zav; their bodily fluids transmit ritual impurity. Rabbi Yehoshua 
said to them: I swear by the Temple service that it was so. And 
you, just as you judged favorably, so may God judge you 
favorably. 


We learned in the mishna: One may move ritually pure teruma" 
on Shabbat. The Gemara objects: That is obvious. The Gemara 
answers: It is necessary to teach this only in a case in which it is 
placed in Israelite hands. Lest you say: Since it is not suitable 
for the Israelite to eat, he is prohibited to move it on Shabbat; 
therefore, it teaches us that since it is suitable for a priest to eat, 
one may well move it on Shabbat. 


One may move ritually pure teruma — mny TANA pasta: An Is- 
raelite is permitted to move ritually pure teruma on Shabbat, even 


HALAKHA 


though only a priest may eat it (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 25:20). 


BACKGROUND 
Matron- xyi: During the time of Rabbi Ye- 
hoshua and his colleagues, in the years preceding 
and following the destruction of the Temple, many 
women from the Roman upper classes expressed 
strong interest in Judaism. Several actually con- 
verted. Those who remained gentiles attempted 
to provide assistance to the Jewish Sages. It is 
related on several occasions that the Sages took 
advantage of the counsel of these women and 
of their ability to serve as intermediaries between 
them and the Roman authorities. 
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HALAKHA 

Doubtfully tithed produce and tithes — Wwyi1 xt: On 
Shabbat, it is permitted to move doubtfully tithed produce, 
even though it is prohibited to eat it, because it may be eaten 
by the poor. Similarly, it is permitted to move the fruit of the 
second tithe and consecrated items that have been redeemed, 
even though the fifth was not added (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 25:19). 


First tithe...a Levite preceded the priest while the grain 
was still on the stalks - phiawa IVIT. OKI Ww: An 
Israelite who separates tithes from the grain before teruma 
gedola is separated does not violate Torah law. There is no 
need to compensate the priest for his somewhat smaller por- 
tion (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Terumot 3:13; Tur, Yoreh 
Dea 331). 


NOTES 


Doubtfully tithed produce...if he so desires he may 
renounce all his property - path mh JD YI NT.. INIT: 

The early commentaries ask (see Tosafot): Whyi is the possibility 
of a person renouncing his property necessary in order to ex- 
plain the reason that it is permitted to move doubtfully tithed 
produce? It is sufficient to establish that it may be eaten by 
he poor. Some explain that the explanation involving the re- 
nouncing of property is indeed extraneous in this context, but 
hat this discussion appears elsewhere in the Talmud where 
his rationale is required. Therefore, it is cited here in passing. 
Others explain that only if something is totally unfit for some- 
one, is the rationale employed that it may be fit for others. 
Since doubtfully tithed produce will be fit for a person after 
Shabbat after he tithes it, one sets it aside from use until then. 
Therefore, the Gemara cited the fact that he could renounce 
his property (Rashba). 


One may feed the poor doubtfully tithed produce and 
soldiers doubtfully tithed produce — 127 Dy NX paxa 
INIT NYDINT NNI: Various explanations were suggested for 
hese halakhot, which are subject to dispute in the Jerusalem 
Talmud. Some explain that these halakhot apply to all poor 
people and all guests, even those who are meticulous and 
separate tithes from doubtfully tithed produce. The Sages 
exempted doubtfully tithed produce given as charity from 
he obligation to separate tithes, in order to increase the funds 
available for charity (Rambam). Others rule that one must 
inform his guests and the poor that the food is doubtfully 
ithed produce, and anyone who wishes may separate the 
ithe (see Rosh). 

Rashi explains that akhsanya refers to the king's army, while 
others state that it refers to Jewish soldiers, who, like the poor, 
are exempt from tithing doubtfully tithed produce. Others say 
that a gentile army may be fed with doubtfully tithed produce, 
and they are not considered to have benefitted from the por- 
tion of the priest. 


The Levite preceded the priest while the grain was still on 
the stalks - poiawa jntpiw: The proper way to separate 
teruma is as follows: The owner of the grain first separates 
teruma gedola from the produce. Typically the amount of the 
teruma gedola is one-fiftieth, or 2%, of the crop, which would 
be given to a priest. The owner then tithes the remaining 
produce, separating 9.8% of the original crop and giving it to 
the Levite. The Levite separates the teruma of the tithe, one- 
tenth of what he received, or 0.98% of the original crop, which 
he gives to the priest. 

However, if the Levite arrives at the granary before the 
priest, he receives a full 10% of the grain, which he retains even 
after the teruma gedola is separated. In that case, the priest 
receives a total of only 2.8% instead of 2.98%. The Levite need 
not separate teruma gedola from the tithe. 


LANGUAGE 


Soldiers [akhsanya] — X903%: From the Greek evia, xenia, 
meaning a domicile for foreigners as well as food for foreign- 
ers and guests. Some understood the word in this context as 
related to the Greek óyywvía, opsonia, meaning provision of 
food for the army. There are variant readings that support this 
interpretation. 
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And we also learned in the mishna: One may move doubtfully 
tithed produce." The Gemara asks: With regard to doubtfully 
tithed produce, why may one move it? It is not suitable for him 
to eat. The Gemara answers: Since if he so desires, he may re- 
nounce all his property, declaring it ownerless, and he would 
then be poor, and the doubtfully tithed produce would be suit- 
able for him, now too it is suitable for him. A pauper may eat 
doubtfully tithed produce, as we learned in a mishna: One may 
feed the poor doubtfully tithed produce and soldiers [akhsan- 
ya]' doubtfully tithed produce.’ And Rav Huna said that it was 
taught: Beit Shammai say: One may neither feed the poor 
doubtfully tithed produce nor feed soldiers doubtfully tithed 
produce. And Beit Hillel say: One may feed the poor doubt- 
fully tithed produce and feed soldiers doubtfully tithed produce. 
The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel. 


We learned in the mishna: And one may move first tithe whose 
teruma of the tithe has already been taken. The Gemara poses a 
question: It is obvious that if the teruma was already tithed it is 
non-sacred produce in every sense. The Gemara explains: It was 
necessary to teach this halakha only in the following case: A 
Levite preceded the priest while the grain was still on the stalks" 
and brought it to the threshing floor, and before the grain was 
threshed, the teruma of the tithes was taken and the teruma 
gedola was not taken. 


And the above mentioned halakha is in accordance with the 

opinion of Rabbi Abbahu, as Rabbi Abbahu said that Reish La- 
kish said: With regard to first tithe, in a case in which the Levite 

preceded the priest while the grain was still on the stalks, one is 
exempt from separating teruma gedola from it, as it is stated: 

“And you shall set apart from it a gift for the Lord, even a tenth 

part of the tithe” (Numbers 18:26). By inference: A tenth part of 
the tithe, i.e., the teruma of the tithe, I, God, said to you that you 

must take, and not both teruma gedola and the teruma of the 

tithe. 


Rav Pappa said to Abaye: If so, even if the Levite preceded the 
priest after the kernels of grain were removed from the stalks and 
placed in a pile, the Levite should also be exempt from taking 
teruma gedola. Abaye said to him: With regard to your claim, the 
verse states: “From all that is given to you, you shall set apart 
that which is the Lord’s teruma” (Numbers 18:29). God’s teruma, 
i.e, teruma gedola, must be taken from all the Levites’ gifts. 


The Gemara asks: What did you see that led you to require teruma 
gedola from first tithe that was taken from grain in piles, and not 
from first tithe that was taken from grain on stalks? Abaye answers: 
This, stalks that were threshed and placed into piles, are com- 
pletely processed and have become grain, and that, grains that 
have remained on the stalk, have not yet become grain. The verse 
states the following with regard to teruma gedola: “The first of your 
grain” (Deuteronomy 18:4) is given to the priest. Once it is con- 
sidered grain, the rights of the priest take effect and the Levite is 
required to separate teruma gedola. 


We learned in the mishna: One may move second tithe that was 
redeemed. The Gemara asks: This is obvious. The Gemara answers: 
It was necessary to teach this halakha only in a case where the 
consecrated property was not completely redeemed, i.e., where 
one gave payment for the principal, the value of the tithe, but he 
did not give payment for the fifth that he must add when redeem- 
ing items that he consecrated. And the mishna teaches us that 
failure to add the fifth does not invalidate the redemption, and 
the second tithe assumes non-sacred status from the moment that 
one pays the principal. 
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And we learned in the mishna: One may move even dry lupine, 
which is not fit for consumption by a person, because it is goat 
food. The Gemara comments: This applies only when lupine is 
dry. However, when it is moist, no it is prohibited to move it. 
What is the reason for this prohibition? Since lupine is extreme- 
ly bitter when wet, an animal will not eat it. 


We learned in the mishna: However, one may not move untithed 

produce" on Shabbat. The Gemara asks: This is obvious. The 

Gemara answers: It was only necessary to teach this halakha with 

regard to a case in which the produce is permitted by Torah law, 
but is considered untithed produce only by rabbinic law. What 

are the circumstances? It is referring to a case where the produce 

grew in an unperforated flowerpot. The legal status of produce 

that grows in an unperforated flowerpot is not like that of pro- 
duce that grows in the ground. 


We learned in the mishna: Nor may one move first tithe" from 
which teruma has not been taken. The Gemara asks: This is obvi- 
ous. The Gemara answers: It was only necessary for the mishna 
to teach this halakha for a case in which the Levite preceded the 
priest after the kernels of grain were placed in a pile, where first 
tithe was taken and teruma gedola was not taken. Lest you say 
concerning this case, as Rav Pappa said to Abaye, here too, the 
produce should be exempt from the obligation to separate teruma 
gedola, the tanna of the mishna teaches us as Abaye responded 
to Rav Pappa: There is a difference between the case in which the 
grain was on the stalks and the case in which the grain was in a 
pile. 


We learned in the mishna: Nor may one move second tithe" and 

consecrated items that were not redeemed. The Gemara asks: This 

is obvious. It was only necessary for the mishna to teach this 

halakha with regard to a case where they were redeemed but not 

redeemed properly. When the mishna lists the second tithe, it 

is referring to that which was redeemed with an unminted coin 

[asimon],' i.e., a silver bullion that had not been engraved. And 

God, in the Torah, states in the case of second tithe: “And bind 

up [vetzarta] the money in your hand” (Deuteronomy 14:25). 
The Sages interpreted this as follows: Vetzarta is money that has 

a form [tzura] engraved upon it. When the mishna lists conse- 
crated property, it is referring to that which was redeemed by 
exchanging it for land instead of money. And God, in the Torah, 
states with regard to this: He will give the money “and it will be 

assured to him” (Leviticus 27:19). Money and not land may be 

used in redeeming consecrated property. 


We learned in the mishna: Nor may one move arum on Shabbat. 
The Sages taught in a Tosefta: One may move squill on Shabbat 
because it is food for deer and mustard because it is food for 
doves. Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: One may even move 
glass shards because they are food for ostriches."" 


Rabbi Natan said to Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel: If that is so, 
even bundles of grapevines one should be permitted to move 
because they are food for elephants. The Gemara answers that 
Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel responded: Ostriches are com- 
mon, whereas elephants are not common. 


HALAKHA 


However, one may not move untithed produce - 
Sava ny x bax: It is prohibited to move untithed 
produce on Shabbat, even if its status is only by rab- 
binic law (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
25:19). 


Nor may one move first tithe — wx wya xr: Itis 
prohibited to move the first tithe from which teruma 
of the tithe has not been separated (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 25:19). 


Nor may one move second tithe - Wyn nx x) 
W: It is prohibited to move second tithe that has not 
been properly redeemed (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 25:19). 


Carrying food for animals - on ya Hox dwn: 

Anything fit for consumption by common, domesti- 
cated animals may be moved on Shabbat, even by 
one who does not own these animals. If one owns 
rare animals, he is permitted to move food suited for 
them. However, others are prohibited to do so. This 
ruling is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 2616-17; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 308:29). 


LANGUAGE 


Unminted coin [asimon] — ji12°Dx: From the Greek 
donpov, asémon, meaning an unstamped coin. 


Unminted coin 


NOTES 


Food for ostriches — nays Son: In the Jerusalem 
Talmud, Ameimar's statement is accepted and Rav 
Ashi’s objection is rejected. If a particular species is 
unavailable for purchase, one may not move items 
for its benefit on Shabbat, even if one owns an animal 
from that species. 
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NOTES 

One from whom his creditors were demand- 
ing repayment of a debt of a thousand times 
one hundred dinar — 71313 aby ja pwn yawn: 

There is a halakhic principle that the court “makes 
an arrangement for a debtor. Even though one 
committed to pay his entire debt and designat- 
ed all of his property as collateral, the court does 
not collect everything that he owns. Instead, the 
court leaves certain necessary items, including 

clothing, in the debtor's possession. The only 
dispute in this matter concerns one who grew 
accustomed to using certain expensive belong- 
ings when he was wealthy. There is a question 

as to whether or not he may keep those items 
in his possession. 


LANGUAGE 


Cloak [itztela] — Kow: From the Greek 
otonic, stolis, meaning garment or cloak. 


BACKGROUND 

One hundred times one hundred dinar 
[maneh] - naa mga: The maneh is a coin worth 
one hundred dinar. To evaluate the purchasing 
power of one hundred maneh, it should be kept 
in mind that a worker's daily wages amounted 
to roughly four dinar. One hundred maneh were 
worth approximately seven years of the average 
worker's wages. 


Maneh coin, from the end of the talmudic period 


Thyme - my: Koranit, according to various 
identifications in the Talmud, probably refers to 
the plant called conehead thyme, Coridothymus 
capitatus L. It is a branched shrub 10-50 cm in 
height, with small, short branches 5 mm long. Its 
leaves are pink and emit a fragrance. Conehead 
thyme grows wild in most areas of Israel. 


Conehead thyme 
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Ameimar said: And Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel permits moving glass 
shards only in a case where one has ostriches. Rav Ashi said to Amei- 
mar: However, with regard to that which Rabbi Natan said to Rabban 
Shimon ben Gamliel: If that is so, even bundles of grapevines one 
should be permitted to move because they are food for elephants. If one 
has elephants, why would he not feed them? ‘The relevant criterion to 
permit moving the animal food is not whether or not one owns an ele- 
phant, but rather whether or not the food is suitable as food for elephants. 
Here too, in the case of glass shards, the criterion is whether or not they 
are suitable as food for ostriches, not whether or not one owns an ostrich." 


Abaye said: Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel, Rabbi Shimon, Rabbi Yish- 
mael, and Rabbi Akiva all hold that all Jewish people are princes. There 
is nothing that is unsuitable for them due to its extravagance. How do we 
know that all of them hold this position? 


Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel: From that which we said in the mishna, 
that it is permitted to move arum, this is because arum is food for ravens, 
and it is as if every Jew owns ravens. 


Rabbi Shimon: As we learned in a mishna: Princes may smear rose oil 
on their wounds on Shabbat, as it is the way of princes to smear it on 
during the week, even without the purpose of healing a wound. Rabbi 
Shimon says: All the Jewish people are princes, and it is permitted for 
them to smear themselves with rose oil on Shabbat. 


Rabbi Yishmael and Rabbi Akiva: From that which was taught in a 
baraita: One from whom his creditors were demanding repayment ofa 
debt of a thousand times one hundred dinar [maneh]"" and he was 
wearing a cloak [itztela]‘ worth one hundred times one hundred dinar,’ 
they strip him of that cloak and sell it, and dress him with a cloak worthy 
of him based on his wealth. It was taught in the name of Rabbi Yish- 
mael, and it was taught in the name of Rabbi Akiva: All the Jewish 
people are worthy of that more expensive cloak, and it cannot be said 
that one is unworthy of it. Rather, the coat is treated like any other vital 
garment. The principle that one need not sell his vital garments to pay off 
a debt applies to it. 


We learned in the mishna: With regard to bundles of straw, and bundles 
of wood," and bundles of twigs, if one prepared them on Shabbat eve for 
animal food, one may move them. If not, one may not move them. The 
Sages taught in a Tosefta: With regard to bundles of straw, and bundles 
of wood, and bundles of twigs, if one prepared them on Shabbat eve 
for animal food, one may move them. And if not, one may not move 
them. Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: Bundles that are taken in one 
hand, it is permitted to move them, as no exertion is involved. However, 
if they can only be taken in two hands, it is prohibited to move them. 


With regard to bundles of savory, hyssop, and thyme,"® fragrant plants 
suitable as food for people, if one brought them in for use as firewood, 
he may not supply himself from them on Shabbat for food. Ifhe brought 
them in for use as food for animals, he too may supply himself from 
them on Shabbat. 


HALAKHA 


PEREK XVIII: 128A: nap 91 m” p3 


One from whom his creditors were demanding repayment of a 

debt of a thousand times one hundred dinar - py jampi rw 

migra: The court does not collect a debtor's clothes and essential house- 
hold items in payment of a debt. However, if the debtor dresses in 

very expensive garments, the court may sell those garments to repay 

the debt and provide the debtor with other garments (Rambam Sefer 
Mishpatim, Hilkhot Malve VeLoveh 1:7 and Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Arakhin 

VaHaramim 3:16; Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen Mishpat 97:28). 


Bundles of straw and bundles of wood - myy yam wp van: Itis 
permitted to move bundles of straw and wood that were prepared 
as food for one’s animals on Shabbat, even if the bundles are very 


large (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 26:18; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 308:28). 


Bundles of savory, hyssop, and thyme — M3171 its AWD yan: Itis 
prohibited to make use of plants that are not designated specifically 
for people to eat, if one stored them with the firewood. However, 
if he stored them as animal feed, he may pick them by hand and 
eat them. He may not pick them with a utensil in the manner that 
he does during the week. It is permitted to crush the herbs with 
his fingertips, but not with his entire hand as he would during the 
week (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 26:18; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 32111). 
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And one may pick them with his hand and eat, as long as he does 
not pick them with a vessel. And one may crush and remove the 
seeds with his hand and eat them, as long as he does not crush a 
lot with a vessel; this is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. And the 
Rabbis say: One may crush them only with the ends of his fingers, 
in an atypical manner, as long as he does not crush a lot with his 
hand in the manner that he does during the week. 


And that too is the halakha with regard to amita, and with regard 
to rue [peigam],' and with regard to all the other types of spices. 
The Sages asked: What is amita? They answered: It is mint [ninya].' 
What is sia? Rav Yehuda says: Sia is savory. Ezov is hyssop. Kora- 
nit is called koranita, i.e., it is not known to us by any other name. 


The Gemara asks: The one who came to sell and said to them: Who 
wants koranita? And he was found to be selling thyme. Therefore, 
we see that koranita is in fact a plant that is known to us. Rather, it 
should be explained: Sia is savory, ezov is hyssop, and koranita is 


thyme. 


It was stated: It is permitted to move salted meat on Shabbat, as 
it is fit for consumption. With regard to unsalted meat, Rav Huna 
said: It is permitted to move it. Rav Hisda said: It is prohibited 
to move it. 


The Gemara asks: Did Rav Huna say that it is permitted to move 

it? Wasn’t Rav Huna a student of Rav, and Rav holds in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, who is of the opinion 

that there is a prohibition of set-aside for salted meat? How could 

Rav Huna disagree with the opinion of his teacher? 


The Gemara answers: With regard to a food item set aside from 
eating, Rav holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Ye- 
huda, that it may not be eaten. With regard to an item set aside from 
moving, he holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Shimon," who is not of the opinion that there is a prohibition of 
set-aside, and moving it is permitted. 


Rav Hisda said: It is prohibited to move unsalted meat on Shabbat. 
The Gemara asks: Didn’t Rav Yitzhak bar Ami happen to come to 
Rav Hisda’s house, and he saw the meat of that duck? He saw that 
they were moving it from the sun to the shade so that it would not 
spoil. And Rav Hisda said to the members of his household: We 
see a case of monetary loss here. One must make certain that the 
meat does not stay in the sun and spoil. Apparently, Rav Hisda holds 
that it is permitted to move inedible meat. The Gemara answers: 
The meat of a duck is different, as it is fit to be eaten as raw meat. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: With regard to salted fish," it is per- 
mitted to move it on Shabbat. With regard to unsalted fish, it is 
prohibited to move it. Meat, both unsalted meat" and salted meat, 
it is permitted to carry it. And this unattributed baraita is in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon. 


The Sages taught: One may move bones" on Shabbat, because they 
are food for dogs. 


With regard to swollen meat" that began to putrefy, it is permitted 
to move it because it is food for non-domesticated animals. With 
regard to exposed water, from which a snake might have drunk and 
into which it injected its venom, it is permitted to move it because 
it is suitable for a cat, which is somewhat immune to snake venom. 
Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: Exposed water itself may not 
be kept due to the danger that one may inadvertently drink it. 


LANGUAGE 
Rue [peigam] - 0X9: From the Greek mryyavov, pè- 
ganon, a plant from the ruta family. 


Mint [ninya] — %93: From the Akkadian nind, refer- 
ring to a medicinal plant. 


NOTES 

With regard to an item set aside from moving, he 
holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Shimon - jiyaw rare AY rap Sede) nypa: Funda- 
mentally, Rav holds in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehuda with regard to the prohibition of 
set-aside that objects set aside due to prohibition 
may not be moved. However, Rav ruled that if a food 
item may not be eaten because it is set-aside, there is 
no reason to prohibit moving it (Rashba). 


HALAKHA 


Salted fish - mg 41: It is permitted to move salted 
fish on Shabbat. However, it is prohibited to move 
unsalted, raw, uncooked fish, as per the baraita (Ram- 
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 26:18; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 308:32). 


Unsalted meat - ben Was: It is permitted to move 
raw meat even if it unsalted because it is edible, as 
per the baraita (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 26:18; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 321:31). 


One may move bones - ninagya nx poubon: On 
Shabbat, it is permitted to move bones whose meat 
was removed on Shabbat eve. It is all the more so 
permitted if the meat was removed on Shabbat, be- 
cause the bones are dog food. This ruling is according 
to the Beit Yosef, in accordance with the baraita (Ram- 
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 26:18; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 308:29 and in the comment of 
the Rema). 


NOTES 
Swollen meat - man Wa: Some commentaries ex- 
plain that swollen meat is meat so putrefied that it is 
not fit for consumption even by a dog. Others explain 
that it is swollen due to venom and can only be eaten 
by certain animals (Korban Netanel). 
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HALAKHA 


One may overturn a basket in front of the chicks — pid 
poms 1299 Spat mx: On Shabbat, it is permitted to 
overturn a basket so chicks may climb on and climb off 
it. However, it is prohibited to move the basket while the 
chicks are on it (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
25:25; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 308:39). 


A woman may help her son to walk — nx 7717 AWK 
72a: It is permitted to help a child walk on Shabbat, even 
in the public domain, provided that the child takes each 
step by himself and that one does not drag the child. This 
ruling is based on the principle that when Rabbi Yehuda 
asks in the mishna the rhetorical question: When, he is 
explaining the opinion of the Rabbis, and that opinion 
is the halakha (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
18:16, 25:25; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 308:41). 


An animal that fell into an aqueduct — abow maa 
mnt nay: If an animal falls into an aqueduct i on Shab- 
bat, it is preferable to feed it there. However, if the water 
in the aqueduct is deep, and feeding the animal there is 
impossible, it is permitted to bring cushions or blankets 
and place them beneath the animal so it can climb out 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 25:26; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 305119). 


Causing a living creature to suffer is a Torah prohibi- 
tion - KONTO bya sx: Causing a living creature to 
suffer is prohibited by Torah law. Indeed, one must make 
every effort to ease the pain of living creatures (Rambam 
Sefer Nezikin, Hilkhot Rotze‘ah UShemirat HaNefesh 13:13; 
Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen Mishpat 272:9 and in the comment 
of the Rema). 


One may help domesticated animals...walk, etc. - 
"93119714 PTA: It is permitted to help young animals and 

fowl ofall kinds walk in a courtyard, so long as they require 

the assistance and provided that one does not lift them off 
of the ground. Assisting hens is prohibited because a hen 

lifts itself off of the ground. Therefore, assisting it entails 

carrying it. However, it is permitted to gently nudge a hen 

with one's hand to encourage it to walk, as per the mishna 

and in accordance with the opinion of Abaye (Rambam 

Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 25:26; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 308:40). 


NOTES 


Help. ..walk — pma: The rationale for helping young ani- 
mals to walk is to prevent a living creature from suffering. 
However, it is only permitted to help the animal when it 
needs help (Ran). 
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chicks" so that they can climb on and climb 
off of it. Likewise, with regard to a hen that fled that one seeks to 
retrieve, one may push it even with his hands until it reenters the 
house. 


One may help calves and foals to walk," and likewise a woman 
may help her son to walk.” Rabbi Yehuda said: When is it permit- 
ted? When her son picks one foot up and puts one foot down by 
himself. However, if her son were dragging both his feet, it would 
be prohibited because it would be like carrying him in the public 
domain. 


Rav Yehuda said that R: id: With d 
GEMARA av Ye. n a said that ay sal it regard 


to an animal that fell into an aqueduct, 
one brings cushions and blankets, and throws them into the water 
ditch, and places them beneath the animal in the aqueduct. And if 
the animal thereby emerges, it emerges. 


The Gemara raises an objection from a Tosefta: With regard to an 
animal that fell into an aqueduct on Shabbat, one provides it with 
sustenance in its place so that it will not die. This implies that 
providing it with sustenance, yes, that is permitted, providing it 
with cushions and blankets, no, that it is prohibited. 


The Gemara answers: This is not difficult, as there is room to dis- 
tinguish between the cases. This, the Tosefta in which it was taught 
that one provides the animal with sustenance, is referring to a case 
where it is possible to provide it with sustenance. That, the mish- 
na in which Rav said that one brings cushions and blankets, is refer- 
ring to a case where it is impossible to provide it with sustenance. 
Where it is possible to provide it with sustenance, yes, he does so. 
And if it is not possible to provide it with sustenance, he brings 
cushions and blankets and places them beneath the animal. 


The Gemara asks: Does he not, by placing the cushions and blankets, 
negate a vessel’s preparedness? The cushions and blankets are no 
longer fit for their designated use on Shabbat, and this negation of 
their designated use is similar to the prohibited labor of dismantling. 
The Gemara answers: Rav holds that negating a vessel’s prepared- 
ness is prohibited by rabbinic law. Causing a living creature to 
suffer is a Torah prohibition." And a matter prohibited by Torah 
law comes and overrides a matter prohibited by rabbinic law. 


We learned in the mishna: With regard to a hen that fled that one 
seeks to retrieve, he may push it back to its place. By inference: Push 
the hen, yes, it is permitted, help it to walk, no, it is prohibited. The 
Gemara comments: We already learned this, as the Sages taught: 
One may help domesticated animals, non-domesticated animals, 
and fowl walk" in the courtyard on Shabbat, but not hens. 


The Gemara asks: With regard to a hen, what is the reason that one 
may not help it walk? Abaye says: It is prohibited because the hen 
lifts itself off the ground. As a result, one actually carries it. 


It was taught in one baraita: One may help domesticated animals, 
non-domesticated animals, and fowl walk in the courtyard, but 
not in the public domain. And a woman may help her son walk 
in the public domain, and, needless to say, it is permitted in the 
courtyard. And it was taught in another baraita: One may not lift 
domesticated animals, non-domesticated animals, and fowl off 
the ground in the courtyard, but one may push them so that they 
will enter. 


The Gemara first seeks to clarify the second baraita. This baraita 
itself is difficult. On the one hand, you said that one may not lift, 
from which it may be inferred, however, that one may help it walk. 
Then you said: Push, yes, it is permitted, help walk, no, it is pro- 
hibited. Abaye said: The latter clause, which states that one may 
not help it walk, we came to the halakha of a hen, which, as men- 
tioned above, one may not help it walk. 
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Having mentioned moving the hen, the Gemara cites that which Abaye 
said: One who slaughters a hen" should force its legs into the ground, or 
alternatively lift it entirely into the air. Failure to do so leads to the concern 
lest the hen place its claws into the ground and convulse during the slaugh- 
ter and dislocate the signs," the trachea and gullet. This would invalidate 
the slaughter and render the hen an unslaughtered animal carcass. 


MI S H N A One may not birth an animal™ on a Festival, and 


all the more one may not birth it on Shabbat. How- 
ever, one may assist it to give birth. And one may birth a woman" even 
on Shabbat, and call a midwife for her to travel from place to place, even 
when the midwife’s travel involves the desecration of Shabbat. And one may 
desecrate Shabbat for a woman giving birth. And one may tie the um- 
bilical cord of a child born on Shabbat. Rabbi Yosei says: One may even 
cut the umbilical cord. And all the requirements of circumcision may be 
performed for a baby whose eighth day of life occurs on Shabbat. 


re E M ARA™ Gemara asks: How may one assist in the birth 
of an animal? Rav Yehuda said: One holds the 

newborn so that it will not fall to the ground. Rav Nahman says: One 

presses the flesh around the womb so that the newborn will emerge. 


It was taught in a baraita in accordance with the opinion of Rav Yehuda: 
How may one assist in the birth of an animal? One holds the newborn so 
that it will not fall to the ground, and he blows into its nostrils to remove 
mucus obstructing the air passages, enabling the offspring to breathe, and 
he places the mother’s teat into its mouth so that it will suckle. 


Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: We would have mercy on kosher 
animals" on a Festival, to help the offspring. The Gemara asks: How does 
one have mercy? Abaye said: If the mother does not draw her offspring 
near and tend to it, one may bring a lump of salt and place it in the animal's 
womb, so that it will suffer, remember its suffering while giving birth, and 
have mercy on the offspring. And one may pour fluids of the afterbirth 
on the offspring so that the mother will smell it and have mercy on it, her 
offspring. And this may be done specifically for a kosher animal, but for a 
non-kosher animal, no, it may not be done. 


The Gemara asks: What is the reason one may not do so for anon-kosher 
animal? The Gemara answers: A non-kosher animal does not distance its 
offspring, and if it does distance its offspring, it will not draw it near 
again. No purpose is served by taking these steps with a non-kosher animal. 


We learned in the mishna: And one may birth a woman even when that 
involves the desecration of Shabbat The Gemara asks: After all, it was 
taught explicitly in the mishna: And one may birth a woman even on 
Shabbat, and call a midwife for her to travel from place to place. The 
phrase: And one may desecrate Shabbat for a woman giving birth, what 
does it come to include? All the possible acts of desecrating Shabbat for 
the birthing woman were already listed. 


One who slaughters a hen - min WWT NT: One who slaugh- 
ters hens must make certain to force their legs into the ground or lift 
them completely off of the ground, so as not to invalidate the kosher 
slaughter. This ruling is as per the opinion of Abaye (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Shehita 3:14; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 24:20). 


HALAKHA 
And one may birth a woman - 7Wxit ny pin The legal status of 
a woman in childbirth is that of a ered sick person, and all her 
needs may be performed on Shabbat. A lamp may be kindled for her 
even if she is blind, as it calms her. Any labors that can be performed 
in an atypical manner should be performed that way (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 2:0; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 330:1). 


One may not birth an animal - magan nx pina PX: It is prohibited 
to birth an animal on Shabbat or on a Festival; however, it is permitted 


to assist in the birth, even on Shabbat. The manners in which it is per- 


mitted to assist the birth are the following: Holding the newborn so it 
does not fall, blowing into its nostrils, and placing a teat into its mouth. 
This ruling is as per the mishna, and in accordance with the statements 
of all the amoraim. The amora‘im do not disagree on this matter, they 
merely cite different examples (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Yom 
Tov 4:16; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 3321, 523:3). 


We would have mercy on kosher animals - mana by awm panna 
mym: When a kosher animal pushes away its newborn, itis permitted 
to ‘splash fluid from the placenta onto the newborn. It is also permit- 
ted to place a lump of salt into the mother’s womb to cause it pain, 
so that it will have pity on the child and draw it near. This procedure 
may not be performed on a non-kosher animal because it is ineffec- 
tive (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Yom Tov 4:16; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 523:4). 


‘Map ATM” p: PEREK XVIII: 128B 
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NOTES 
Dislocate the signs - ph any py: When 
slaughtering an animal, dislocating the tra- 
chea and the gullet instead of cutting them 
renders the animal an unslaughtered carcass. 


One may not birth an animal - nx pip ps 
maga: According to Rashi, birthing an ani- 
malis prohibited because it involves exertion, 
and it is prohibited by rabbinic decree. Others 
maintain that delivering an animal on Shab- 
bat is a violation of a prohibition by Torah law. 
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NOTES 
Womb [kever] — 172: Although the Talmud does 
not shy away from discussing any issue, as all 
aspects of life require talmudic study, the Sages 
consistently employ euphemisms. In this case, the 
word kever, literally grave, is a euphemism for the 
womb. This particular euphemism was influenced 
by the verse in which these two items are listed 
together among things that are never satisfied: 
“The grave and the barren womb” (Proverbs 30:16). 


Perek XVIII 
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NOTES 


Said | need...did not say | need — 799% TYAN 
NM MDW TNN x. ax: The Ramban writes that 
his discussion is referring to a situation in which 
here is no doctor present. However, if a doctor 
is present, and he determines that the woman 
requires care that involves desecrating Shabbat, 
hen her protestations to the contrary are ignored. 
Perhaps her ability to make a rational decision is 
compromised due to her pain and suffering. Hala- 
hic rulings are always lenient in cases of uncer- 
ainty with regard to a life-threatening situation. 


In cases of uncertainty concerning a life- 
threatening situation, the halakha is lenient - 
bond niwa) pap: According to Rashi, the source 
for this law is the instruction to the court: “And 
the congregation shall deliver” (Numbers 35:25). It 
is the duty of the court to tend towards leniency 
whenever there is uncertainty whether or not the 
situation is a life-threatening one. 
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The Gemara answers: It comes to include that which the Sages 
taught with regard to this issue: If a woman giving birth were to 
need a lamp, her friend lights the lamp for her on Shabbat. And 
if she were to need oil, her friend brings her oil via the public 
domain in an atypical manner, carrying it in the palm of her hand 
but not in a vessel. And if the oil that her friend brings in her hand 
is not enough, she brings oil in her hair. And if oil that she brings 
in her hair is not enough, she brings oil for her in the typical 
manner, in a vessel. 


The Master said in the baraita: If a woman giving birth were to need 
a lamp, her friend would light the lamp for her on Shabbat. The 
Gemara asks: This is obvious. The Gemara answers: It is necessary 
to teach this halakha only in the case of a blind woman giving birth. 
Lest you say: Since she cannot see even with the light it is prohib- 
ited to bring a lamp for her, it teaches us that lighting the lamp is 
permitted to settle her mind. The blind woman thinks: If there is 
something that needs to be done in the course of childbirth, the 
lamp will enable my friend to see and she will do it for me. 


We learned in the mishna: And if she needed oil, her friend brings 
her oil in her hair. The Gemara asks: What good is this advice? 
Derive that it is prohibited due to the prohibited labor of wringing. 
The friend will need to wring her hair in order to extract the oil for 
the birthing woman. 


It was Rabba and Rav Yosef who both said: There is no prohibition 
of wringing with regard to hair, since hair does not absorb liquids 
like other materials. Rav Ashi said: Even if you say that there is a 
prohibition of wringing with regard to hair, here the friend does 
not actually bring the oil in her hair. Rather, she brings it in a vessel 
tied through her hair. She does this because as much as it is pos- 
sible to change the manner in which one performs a labor that is 
being done to save a life, we change it. 


Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: With regard to a woman in 
childbirth, as long as the womb" is open, whether she said: I need 
Shabbat to be desecrated, or whether she did not say: I need Shab- 
bat to be desecrated, one desecrates Shabbat for her. Generally, a 
woman in childbirth is in danger, and prohibited labors may be 
performed in life-threatening circumstances. 


Once the womb closed after birth, whether the woman who gave 
birth said: 


I need Shabbat to be desecrated, or whether she did not say: I 
need" Shabbat to be desecrated, one does not desecrate Shabbat 
for her. 


That is how Rav Ashi taught it. This is how Mar Zutra taught it: 
Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: With regard to a woman in 
childbirth, as long as the womb is open, whether she said: Ineed 
Shabbat to be desecrated, or whether she did not say: I need Shab- 
bat to be desecrated, one desecrates Shabbat for her. Once the 
womb closed after birth, if she said: I need Shabbat to be desecrat- 
ed, one desecrates Shabbat for her. If she did not say: I need 
Shabbat to be desecrated, and all the more so if she said: I do not 
need Shabbat to be desecrated, one does not desecrate Shabbat 
for her. 


Ravina said to Mareimar: Since Mar Zutra teaches leniently, and 
Rav Ashi teaches stringently, in accordance with whose opinion 
is the halakha? Mareimar said to him: The halakha is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Mar Zutra, based on the following prin- 
ciple: In cases of uncertainty concerning a life-threatening situa- 
tion, the halakha is lenient." 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


TYN AX WX PAPA NN NWPRA 
YPT TT MA KIT Tawa by svaw 
sab AX) TI) NDO OA TYWI TN 

PIRI ADIK NIKY ONHAny TYWI 


om maby max W NIPI none DA Y 
AON) AVAY A IT PAVN IY NIJ 
uy Ab 


when nya whe an sy tin ax 
xb” TAX PVN MDW” TIN pPI mee 
yay naw nx hy ponn- "ane TD 
awa ny <pby ay "Ne TID TY” VON 
ny by ponny K -PIK TIDY pb” TX 
-rK TDA’ TAY box owy naw 
by poy bare Daw NY why pooma px 
KNT 


ray ba ART yxy ant ma Nyy ITT 
1779) NIVI NON IT by poy) nbin 
ia PRY VDT KINA 1) WNT NINT 

Te ipy ia wine - MDD 


owhy mond DRN va TAT 31 1X 
bya): YT WON xpd rh oY 


may mova PRU NOY prose Nb 637 TN 
x73 AANA mya - may Hya bax 
pai poon ia nbav XDN 177 NIT 
TDWI NURNI MODY) abya 333 xow 

soma KI Na 


ata posy DKW wx TNT 37 WX 
A VID (DAWAI NIDI) nawa mend 
PX- Dag mina xb - irh i Px- nn 
TI New xb won Kby ach - mana nima 
K Dagaa raya Kye wb bir gw wd) 
TST DW CANT - MNT MDA KIW 
poy - POSI DT PPT yew we pay 1a 

Jan norpna tax mvt b 


With regard to the matter of the open womb, the Gemara asks: 
From when is it considered that the opening of the womb has 
begun?"® Abaye says: It begins from when the woman sits on 
the travailing chair. Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, said: It 
begins from when the blood flows and descends; and others 
say when her friends need to carry her by her arms, as she can 
no longer walk on her own. 


The Gemara asks: Until when does the opening of the womb 
continue? Abaye said: It lasts three days. Rava said in the 
name of Rav Yehuda: It lasts seven days. And others say: It 
lasts thirty days. 


The Sages of Neharde’a say: For a woman in childbirth, there 
are halakhic distinctions between three, seven, and thirty days 
after she gives birth." The Gemara elaborates: During the first 
three days after birth, whether she said: I need Shabbat to be 
desecrated, or whether she did not say: I need Shabbat to be 
desecrated, one desecrates Shabbat for her. Between three and 
seven days after birth, if she said: I need Shabbat to be dese- 
crated, one desecrates Shabbat for her. If she did not say: I 
need Shabbat to be desecrated, one does not desecrate Shab- 
bat for her. Between seven and thirty days after birth, even if 
she said: I need Shabbat to be desecrated, one does not des- 
ecrate Shabbat for her; however, we perform all necessary 
prohibited labors by means ofa gentile. 


This ruling is in accordance with the statement of Rav Ulla, son 

of Rav Ilai, who said: All needs of a sick person whose life is 
notin danger are performed by means of a gentile on Shabbat. 
And this ruling is in accordance with the opinion of Rav Ham- 
nuna, as Rav Hamnuna says: With regard to a matter in which 
there is no danger," but only potential illness, one says to the 
gentile to perform the act, and the gentile performs the act. 


Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: For awoman in childbirth, 
there is a halakha of thirty days. The Gemara asks: With regard 
to what halakha was this stated? The Sages of Neharde’a say: 
It was stated with regard to the halakha of immersion. A 
woman does not purify herself through ritual immersion with- 
in thirty days of giving birth because she is in a weakened state 
and susceptible to catching cold. 


Rava said: We say that the ruling that she does not immerse 
during that period applies only when her husband is not with 
her. However, ifher husband is with her, her husband warms 
her by engaging in relations with her, and she is not susceptible 
to catching cold, as is illustrated in this incident involving the 
daughter of Rav Hisda, Rava’s wife. She immersed within 
thirty days of giving birth, not in the presence of her husband, 
and caught cold, and afterward they brought her funeral bier 
after Rava to Pumbedita. 


Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: One builds a fire for a 
woman in childbirth’ on Shabbat during the rainy season. 
The Sages thought to infer from here the following: For a 
woman in childbirth, yes, one builds a fire; for sick people, no, 
he does not build a fire. In the rainy season, yes, one builds a 
fire; in the summer, no, he does not build a fire. And the Ge- 
mara concludes: That is not the case. There is no difference 
between a woman in childbirth and a sick person, and there 
is no difference between the rainy season and the summer. In 
all of these cases one may build a fire on Shabbat. This conclu- 
sion emerges from that which was stated: Rav Hiyya bar Avin 
said that Shmuel said: With regard to one who let blood and 
caught cold, one makes a fire for him even during the season 
of Tammuz, i.e., the summer. Failure to do so could result in 
serious illness. 


HALAKHA 

From when is it considered that the opening of the 
womb has begun — 7ap7 NNa aga: A woman is 
considered in childbirth when she sits on the travail- 
ing chair, when the blood begins to flow from the 
womb, or when her friends carry her. If any one of 
these instances occurs on Shabbat, Shabbat may be 
violated to assist her. This ruling is in accordance with 
all the lenient opinions cited in the Gemara (Ram- 
ban; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 2:13; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 330:3). 


Until when is she considered in childbirth — n2 1% 
nbi DRY: During the first three days after birth, 
even if the mother says: | do not need Shabbat to 
be desecrated for me, Shabbat is desecrated for her. 
From the fourth to the seventh day after giving birth, 
if she says: | don’t need Shabbat to be desecrated for 
me, Shabbat may not be desecrated for her. From 
the eighth to the thirtieth days, she is considered a 
sick person not in danger, and Shabbat may not be 
desecrated for her (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 2:10; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 330:4). 


A matter in which there is no danger - 12 pxw 337 
m29: When one is ill and there is no threat to his life, 
or if one experiences a pain that affects the entire 
body, he is permitted to instruct a gentile to cure 
him (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 2:10; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 328:17). 


BACKGROUND 
The beginning of birth - ay nyna: The accepted 
modern medical opinion is that birth begins the mo- 
ment the womb is open. 


One builds a fire for a woman in childbirth - pwiy 
mony mia: The commentaries wondered why this 
specific example of desecrating Shabbat was men- 
tioned. Perhaps the fire was for the benefit of the 
newborn to avert the danger of the condition called 
cold injury. 
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LANGUAGE 
Teak [shaga] — 3x: From the Sanskrit saka, which entered 
the Persian as saj, meaning teak tree. Aramaic may have bor- 
rowed the word from Persian. 


Ebony [yavna] - 721: Apparently from the Greek éBevoc, 
ebenos, meaning a tree of the Diospyros genus with dark 
wood. Conceivably, the original source of this word is the 
Hebrew word huvanim, meaning ebony trees. 


BACKGROUND 


On the day he would perform...bloodletting - xava 
ay soya 13X7: There is an element of danger involved in 
all bloodletting, ‘and there were several methods undertaken 
to reinforce the body afterward. Eating meat in general, and 
eating organs from the circulatory system in particular, e.g., 
the spleen, is useful in restoring lost blood and replenishing 
hemoglobin after bloodletting. Wine accelerates circulation, 
as does warming oneself by a fire. 


A worn zuz coin — X31 xt: Although the primary value 
of a coin in ancient times was determined by the precious 
metal it contained, the value of a minted coin was slightly 
greater in civilized states. Consequently, merchants would 
refuse to accept coins whose image was worn. Moreover, a 
worn coin weighed less. 


Roman dinar whose image eroded 
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The Gemara relates that after Shmuel underwent bloodletting, they 
broke for him a wooden armchair made of teak [shaga]' to build 
a fire. Similarly, for the sake of Rav Yehuda they broke a wooden 
table made of ebony [yavna],' and for Rabba they broke a bench. 
They needed to build a fire due to the potential danger to Rabba. 
Since they could not find firewood, they kindled the fire with the 
furniture. 


And Abaye said to Rabba: In breaking the bench, didn’t the Mas- 
ter violate the prohibition, “Do not destroy” (Deuteronomy 
20:19)? It is prohibited to destroy objects of value. Rabba said to 
him: Do not destroy also with regard to destruction of my body. 
Preventing illness and danger is preferable to me. 


With regard to the danger of bloodletting, the Gemara cites that 
which Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: One should always sell the 
beams of his house and purchase shoes for his feet with the pro- 
ceeds, as shoes protect him from stepping on obstacles and from 
catching cold. If he let blood and has nothing to eat after the 
bloodletting, he should even sell the shoes on his feet, and from 
the proceeds provide the needs of a meal. After bloodletting, a 
meal is more crucial to one’s well-being than shoes are. 


The Gemara asks: What are these special needs ofa meal? Rav said: 
It is referring to meat. And Shmuel said: It is referring to wine. The 
Gemara explains: Rav says: It is referring to meat because the soul 
replaces the soul, i.e., the meat replenishes the person's strength. 
And Shmuel said: It is referring to wine because the red replaces 
the red, i.e., red wine substitutes for red blood. 


A mnemonic for the names of the Sages cited in the following dis- 
cussion is the word shenimsar; shin for Shmuel, nun for Rabbi 
Yohanan, mem for Rav Nahman, samekh for Rav Yosef, reish for Rava. 


The Gemara relates the following about bloodletting and drinking 
wine. Shmuel, on the day on which he would perform the practice 
of bloodletting,” they would prepare for him a dish of cooked 
spleen. Rabbi Yohanan would drink wine after bloodletting until 
the odor emerged from his ears. And Rav Nahman would drink 
until his spleen floated in wine. Rav Yosef would drink until the 
wine would emerge from the bloodletting incision. Rava would 
search for wine that was sufficiently aged such that three leaves 
had already grown over three years on the vine from which the 
grapes were picked (Rashash). 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said to the Sages: I beg of you, on the 
day that you undergo bloodletting, tell your households, your 
wives: Nahman bar Yitzhak happened to come to visit us. Due to 
the visit of the important guest, the women will prepare a large meal. 
The husbands will eat well, recover from the lost blood, and avoid 
endangering themselves. 


And Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: All types of artifice that come 
at the expense of others are prohibited except for this artifice," 
which is permitted. One who performed the practice of bloodlet- 
ting and it is not possible for him to purchase food due to lack of 
means, let him take a worn zuz coin’ and go to seven stores. In 
each store, he tastes the wine as one who seeks to buy wine would. 
After tasting, he hands the zuz to the storekeeper, who will not ac- 
cept it because it is worn. He then proceeds to do the same in all the 
stores until he has tasted the measure of a quarter of a log of wine. 
And if doing so is not possible, let him eat seven black dates and 
smear oil on his temple and lie in the sun. 


NOTES 


All types of artifice are prohibited except for this artifice — 
AID MTD 12 YEN WY TA: In fact, Rav Nahman bar 
Yitzhak advised deviating from the truth both when he in- 
structed that one should tell his wife that Rav Nahman bar 
Yitzhak would be visiting and when he recommended that a 


poor person use a worn-out zuz to procure wine. Both situ- 
ations involve serious health issues. However, only the latter 
deception is called artifice because it comes at the expense 
of another. Indeed, it is stated in the midrash that this type of 
behavior is characteristic of Sodom. 
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The Gemara relates: The gentile scholar, Ablat, found Shmuel lying 
in the sun. Ablat said to Shmuel: Wise man of the Jews, a matter that 
is evil, can it become good? Are there any circumstances in which 
the heat of the sun, which is harmful, can be beneficial? Shmuel said 
to him: It happens on a day of bloodletting, for which the heat of the 
sun is beneficial. 


The Gemara comments: And actually, that is not what occurred. 
Rather, there is a day on which the sun is beneficial more than the 
entire year, and that is the day on which the Tammuz solstice, the 
longest day of the year, occurs. And Shmuel thought: I will not reveal 
this remedy to him." 


Indifferent, in wind, taste, waited are a mnemonic for the following 
matters. It was Rav and Shmuel who both said: Anyone who is indif- 
ferent and not vigilant with regard to the meal eaten after bloodlet- 
ting, they are indifferent with regard to providing his food from the 

Heavens. And they say in the name of Heaven: He took no pity on 

his life, will I take pity on him? 


Similarly, it was Rav and Shmuel who both said: One who performs 
the practice of bloodletting should not sit where the wind is blow- 
ing, due to the concern that perhaps the blood letter let too much 
blood from him and established the amount of remaining blood at 
a quarter ofa log. And there is concern the wind will come and draw 
out a little more blood from him, and he will be endangered. 


The Gemara relates: Shmuel would customarily perform the prac- 
tice of bloodletting in a house whose walls were seven and a half 
bricks thick. One day he performed bloodletting and felt himself 
weakened. He examined and discovered that one half-brick was 
lacking from the thickness of the walls. The resultant chill caused his 
weakness. 


It was Rav and Shmuel who both said: One who performs the 

practice of bloodletting should taste something and then go out- 
side, since if he does not taste anything, if he encounters a corpse, 
his face will turn green. If he encounters one who killed a person, 
he will die. If he encounters 


something else, a euphemism for a pig, it is harmful with regard to 
something else, a euphemism for leprosy. 


It was Rav and Shmuel who both said: With regard to one who 
performs the practice of bloodletting, let him wait a bit and then 
let him rise," as the Master said: There are five matters that render 
one closer to death than life, and they are these: If one ate and im- 
mediately rose," if one drank and rose, if one slept and immediately 
rose, if one let blood and rose, if one engaged in conjugal relations 
and rose." 


Shmuel said: The interval for bloodletting" is every thirty days. 
And during the middle periods of one’s life, he should decrease the 
frequency of bloodletting; and during the later periods, he should 
decrease its frequency again. 


And Shmuel said: The times for bloodletting are the first day of the 
week, the fourth day of the week and Shabbat eve. However, on the 
second and the fifth days of the week, no, one should not let blood, 
as the Master said: Only one who has the merit of his ancestors and 
relies on it should let blood on the second and on the fifth days of 
the week, as the court on High, in the heavens, and the court below 
are equal. The courts in the cities convene on Mondays and Thurs- 
days, as does the heavenly court. Letting blood on a day of judgment 
is dangerous. If one is judged unfavorably all his blood could flow out. 
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NOTES 

| will not reveal this remedy to him - byy xd 
a: There is an opinion that Shmuel did not 
want to suggest a supernatural cure, so he gave 
a reason based on contemporary medical sci- 
ence. Rather than explain only the supernatural 
curing power of the sun during the summer sol- 
stice, Shmuel also cited contemporary medical 
science and mentioned the benefit of sunlight 
to one whose blood has been let. 


HALAKHA 


Precautions in bloodletting - mtpaa mYN: 
One must make certain after bloodletting not 
to enter a bathhouse and to eat and keep warm 
(Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Deot 4:18). 


Closer to death. ..ate and rose - mt pap 
ay) bons: One should refrain from exertion im- 
mediately after eating because exertion could 
make him ill (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot 


Deot 4:3). 


Engaged in conjugal relations and rose — 
vay) inva wa: A person should not engage 
in conjugal relations after bloodletting, nor en- 
gage in any other strenuous activity, as per the 
baraita (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Deot 
4:19; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 240715). 


NOTES 
The interval for bloodletting — 8277 KDY: In 
accordance with an ancient tradition, Rabbeinu 
Hananel explains the phrase: During the periods, 
as follows: When one turns fifty, he should mini- 
mize bloodletting to once every two or three 
months. When he grows older, he should let 
blood only once every six months or every year. 
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NOTES 


Mars is dominant during the even hours - D717 
ma: Since the planet Mars is a symbol of calamity 
and bloodshed and even numbers are also consid- 
ered dangerous, the Sages warned that a person 
should not let blood at a time when those two 
actors coincide. See the table on p. 420, which 
indicates the concern is only about hours when 
bloodletting is regularly performed, not at night. 


One hundred bloodlettings [karei] for a zuz - 
xma "YP gn: Rashi offers a different explanation, 
by which karei means gourds. This is connected to 

he previous statement that certain foods enhance 

one’s strength and increase one’s blood supply. 
The Gemara teaches that there is little benefit from 

eating gourds, animal heads, and animal lips. 


Insulate the placenta - wowa pariv: In the Jeru- 
salem Talmud, the explanation is that they would 
bury the placenta as a talisman, to reassure the 
earth that all those born will ultimately return. 
Since it is prohibited to dig on Shabbat, they would 
temporarily insulate it in something else. 


BACKGROUND 

The intervals for bloodletting — 03 mpm 42t: 
Throughout history bloodletting was a significant 
medical procedure, eliminating harmful materials 
from the body, as well as draining superfluous 
blood to treat high blood pressure. However, there 
is an inherent danger in bloodletting, especially 
when blood is let from elderly people, whose 
blood does not replenish quickly. Therefore, Shmu- 
el established the times for bloodletting. 


And one may tie the umbilical cord of a child 
born on Shabbat - vayn pwipr: The umbili- 
cal cord is tied after it is cut to prevent additional 
bleeding and the spread of infection through the 
open wound. Apparently, the Sages permitted ty- 
ing a cut umbilical cord, and they only disagreed in 
a case where, for some reason, the cord remained 
intact. 


HALAKHA 


Uy hE it 


ary to refrain from siecle ona a Festival eve 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 46810 in the com- 
ment of the Rema). 
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The Gemara explains: On the third day of the week, what is the reason 
that one does not let blood? It is because the planet Mars is dominant 
during the even hours." Since it is a planet of blood, and the even hours 
are a bad omen, that combination gives cause for concern. The Gemara 
asks: On Shabbat eve, Mars also dominates during the even hours. 
The Gemara answers: Since the multitudes have already become ac- 
customed to letting blood on Shabbat eve, the verse: “The Lord pro- 
tects the simple-hearted” (Psalms 116:6) applies in this case. 


Similarly, Shmuel says: On the fourth day of the week that is the fourth 
day of the month; on the fourth day of the week that is the fourteenth 
of the month; on the fourth day of the week that is the twenty-fourth 
of the month; and on the fourth day of the week after which there are 
not four days remaining in the month it is dangerous to let blood.’ 


Bloodletting on the New Moon and on the second day of the month 
causes weakness; bloodletting on the third day of the month leads to 
danger. Bloodletting on the eve of a Festival causes weakness; blood- 
letting on the eve of the festival of Shavuot leads to danger. And the 
Sages issued a decree prohibiting bloodletting on the eve of every 
Festival due to the festival of Shavuot." On Shavuot, an evil spirit 
named Tibbuah, from the Hebrew word meaning slaughter, emerges, 
as had the Jewish people not accepted the Torah on the festival of 
Shavuot, Tibbuah would have slaughtered their flesh and their blood. 
Consequently, it remains a dangerous day. 


Shmuel said: If one ate wheat and afterward let blood, he only let that 
wheat. The bloodletting was ineffective as the wheat replaced any blood 
that was let. And this ineffectiveness applies only ifhe let blood to cure 
an illness; however, to relieve discomfort, bloodletting after eating 
wheat relieves one’s discomfort. 


One who lets blood should engage in drinking immediately; he 
should not engage in eating until the time that it takes to walk half a 
mil has elapsed. 


A dilemma was raised before the Sages: When they said that one 
should engage in drinking immediately, does that mean that drinking 
immediately is beneficial; however, thereafter, it is injurious? Or 
perhaps, thereafter it is neither injurious nor beneficial. No resolution 
is found for this dilemma, therefore it stands unresolved. 


Similarly, a dilemma was raised before the Sages: When they said one 
should not engage in eating until the time that it takes to walk half a 
mil has elapsed, does that mean that only at that time it is beneficial, 
however, after that time or before that time it is injurious? Or perhaps, 
before and after that time it is neither injurious nor beneficial. No 
resolution is found for this dilemma, therefore it too stands unresolved. 


Rav would announce: One hundred bloodlettings for a zuz;" cutting 
the hair on one hundred heads for a zuz; grooming one hundred 
moustaches does not cost anything (geonim). Blood letters typically 
served as barbers as well and did not charge for grooming a moustache. 
If one hundred men happened to arrive one day to have their mous- 
taches groomed, the barber would work all day without receiving any 
pay. Rav Yosef said: When we were students in Rav Huna’s school, on 
a day when the Sages were sluggish in their studies, they would say: 
Today is the day of the moustaches, and I did not know what they 
were saying. Now that I heard Rav’s statement, I understand that they 
meant that it was a day without purpose. 


We learned in the mishna: And one may tie the umbilical cord of a 
child born on Shabbat.’ The Sages taught similarly in the Tosefta and 
even added to it: One may tie the umbilical cord of a child born on 
Shabbat. Rabbi Yosei said: One may even cut the umbilical cord. And 
one may insulate the placenta" as a healing remedy so as to warm the 
newborn. Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel said: Princesses insulate the 
placenta in mugs of oil; the daughters of the wealthy do so in combed 
wool; the daughters of the poor in soft rags. 
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Rav Nahman said that Rabba bar Avuh said that Rav said: The 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei that 
it is even permitted to cut the umbilical cord on Shabbat. 


And Rav Nahman said that Rabba bar Avuh said that Rav said: 
The Rabbis concede to Rabbi Yosei with regard to the um- 
bilical cord attached to twin babies that one may cut it on 
Shabbat. What is the reason for this? In that case, leaving the 
cord attached is dangerous. Since the attached twins will try to 
disengage from each other, they could potentially rip each 
other’s cords. 


And Rav Nahman said that Rabba bar Avuh said that Rav said: 
Everything stated in the passage of rebuke (Ezekiel 16) one 
may perform for a woman in childbirth on Shabbat." Since 
that chapter speaks of the dangerous birth of an abandoned 
child, for all other children, these issues should be addressed. 
As it is stated there: “And as for your birth, on the day you 
were born, your navel was not cut, and you were not washed 
in water for cleansing, and you were not salted, nor were you 


swaddled” (Ezekiel 16:4). 


The Gemara explains: “And as for your birth, on the day you 
were born’; from here it is derived that one delivers the new- 
born on Shabbat. “Your navel was not cut”; from here it is 
derived that one cuts the umbilical cord on Shabbat. “And you 
were not washed in water for cleansing”; from here it is de- 
rived that one washes the newborn on Shabbat. “And you 
were not salted”; from here it is derived that one salts the 
newborn on Shabbat. “Nor were you swaddled”; from here 
it is derived that one swaddles the newborn on Shabbat. 


rom the publisher 


HALAKHA 


Everything stated in the passage of rebuke one may 
perform for a woman in childbirth on Shabbat — bs 
nawa mond priy anain nwa magy: All the needs of a 
child born on Shabbat are met: The umbilical cord is cut 
and the child is washed and rubbed with salt, in accor- 
dance with the statement of Rav (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 2:1; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 330:7). 
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This chapter continued the discussion of the halakhot of items that have been set aside 
from Shabbat use. Until this chapter, the Gemara primarily addressed the laws of 
utensils that have been set aside from Shabbat use, whereas this chapter addressed the 
quite different laws of raw materials and other items that are not utensils. Since uten- 
sils by definition are made to be used, it is necessary to decide explicitly or implicitly 
not to use them in order to remove them from the category of items designated for 
use on Shabbat. In contrast, raw materials are not inherently considered ready for use, 
and one must explicitly designate them for use to ensure that they are not set-aside 
[muktze]. In this chapter, we saw how the Sages acted with regard to this issue and 
how they determined which items are permitted or forbidden to be handled. 


The Gemara also established guidelines with regard to the application of the laws 
of muktze to the care of animals on Shabbat. When an animal is likely to suffer pain 
due to a prohibition of rabbinic origin, that prohibition is overridden in order to care 
for the animal, as cruelty to animals is itself a Torah prohibition. In this area, loss of 
money to the animal’s owner is not a significant factor. 


Finally, this chapter discussed the permissible methods of attending to the sick on 
Shabbat. First it addressed the case of a woman after childbirth, and then it proceeded 
to address the laws of treating people with other ailments. The halakha distinguishes 
between different levels of illness. Whenever there is a danger to life, no distinction 
is made between Torah law and rabbinic law; it is permitted to do whatever is neces- 
sary to save a person's life. However, the halakha is somewhat more stringent when 
there is only a concern for possible danger, or when the patient feels that his life is 
in danger but the expert doctors testify otherwise. 


It is important to note that the halakha also takes into account the patient’s feelings. 
The Sages were concerned that the patient’s anxiety could cause his condition to 
deteriorate and become life-threatening. They therefore permitted preparing things 
for a patient in order to calm him, and under certain conditions they even permitted 
the performance of labors prohibited by Torah law. 


The Sages agreed in this chapter that a newborn and a woman after childbirth are 
included in the category of the dangerously ill for the first few days after birth. Any 
medical attention they need immediately after childbirth is considered to be a medi- 
cal procedure undertaken in order to save a life, and those caring for them may take all 
necessary measures without concern for any prohibitions that would otherwise apply. 


Summary of 
Perek XVIII 
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And God said to Abraham: And as for you, you shall keep My covenant; 
you, and your seed after you throughout their generations. This is My 
covenant which you shall keep, between Me and you and your seed 
after you: every male among you shall be circumcised. And you shall 
be circumcised in the flesh of your foreskin; and it shall be a token of 
a covenant between Me and you. And he that is eight days old shall be 
circumcised among you, every male throughout your generations, he that 
is born in the house, or bought with money of any foreigner, that is not 
of your seed. He that is born in your house, and he that is bought with 
your money, must be circumcised; and My covenant shall be in your 
flesh for an everlasting covenant. And the uncircumcised male who is 
not circumcised in the flesh of his foreskin, that soul shall be cut off from 
his people; he has broken My covenant. 

(Genesis 17:9-14) 


Speak to the children of Israel, saying: If a woman bears seed and gives 
birth to a male, she shall be unclean seven days; as in the days of the 
impurity of her sickness shall she be unclean. And on the eighth day the 
flesh of his foreskin shall be circumcised. 


(Leviticus 12:2-3) 


The Sages received an oral tradition that the mitzva of circumcision overrides Shabbat 
when it is performed at its proper time, on the eighth day after birth. Although all 
the Sages accepted this tradition, they disputed many details of its application. Such 
details include the handling of borderline cases, the precise definitions of the act of 
circumcision, and the actions necessary for its performance. 


Several issues arise with regard to circumcision on Shabbat. The first question 
pertains to situations in which it is not entirely clear whether there is a mitzva 
to circumcise the child or whether the proper time for circumcision has arrived. 
Some Sages are of the opinion that circumcision overrides Shabbat only if there is 
absolutely no doubt as to its obligation. Others hold that in some circumstances an 
uncertain obligation to circumcise does override Shabbat, and these Sages debate 
which conditions are required. 


Another issue is whether the preparations for circumcision override Shabbat. The 
medical attention the baby will require immediately after the circumcision does 
override Shabbat, as his life could be endangered ifhe does not receive it. The Sages 
consider whether actions to prepare for the circumcision, such as bringing the knife 
and preparing it for use, also override Shabbat, and if so, which preparations are 
considered essential in this regard. 


A more fundamental question that arises is whether circumcision is the only mitzva 
that overrides Shabbat prohibitions or whether all mitzvot override Shabbat if the 
optimal time for their performance occurs on Shabbat. If there are distinctions be- 
tween different mitzvot, what are the reasons for these distinctions? 


Another essential issue pertains to how broadly circumcision overrides Shabbat. 
Does circumcision override Shabbat at every stage of the operation no matter how 
it is performed, and is anyone involved in circumcision exempt from Shabbat prohi- 
bitions? Or perhaps circumcision overrides Shabbat only when one completes the 
mitzva properly and in its entirety? To address these questions it becomes necessary 
to clarify the scope of the mitzva and to identify its obligatory components. 


Introduction to 
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MI S H N A As a continuation to the discussion at the 


end of the previous chapter, which men- 
tioned circumcision in the context of a discussion of the halakhot 
of childbirth on Shabbat, the mishna continues to address the 
halakhot of circumcision. Rabbi Eliezer says: If he did not bring 
an implement for circumcising the child on Shabbat eve, he 
brings it on Shabbat itself uncovered so that it will be clear to all 
that he is bringing a circumcision scalpel. And in times of danger, 
when decrees of persecution prohibit Jews from circumcising their 
children, one covers it in the presence of witnesses who can 
testify that he transported the scalpel to perform a mitzva. 


And furthermore, Rabbi Eliezer said with regard to this issue: 
One may even cut down trees to prepare charcoal in order to 
fashion iron tools for the purpose of circumcision. 


Rabbi Eliezer’s approach was not universally accepted, and a prin- 
ciple was stated by Rabbi Akiva: Any prohibited labor that can 
be performed on Shabbat eve" does not override Shabbat, in- 
cluding transporting the circumcision scalpel. However, any pro- 
hibited labor involved in the mitzva of circumcision itself that 
cannot be performed on Shabbat eve overrides Shabbat. 


G E M ARA“4 dilemma was raised before the Sages: 


Is the reason for Rabbi Eliezer’s opinion 
that the scalpel must be uncovered due to affection for the mitz- 
va and the desire to publicize it, or perhaps it is due to avoiding 
suspicion? The Gemara asks: What practical difference is there 
between the two reasons suggested for Rabbi Eliezer’s opinion? 
The Gemara answers: The difference is with regard to the question 
of whether or not it is permitted to bring the scalpel covered in 
the presence of witnesses who are aware that one is bringing the 
scalpel for the purpose of circumcision. If you say the reason is 
due to affection for the mitzva, then if it is uncovered, yes, there 
is a display of affection for the mitzva. If it is covered, no, there is 
no display of affection. However, if you say the reason for this 
ruling is due to avoiding suspicion, even if it is covered he may 
well do so, because the witnesses are aware that a circumcision will 
be performed. What is the resolution of this dilemma? 


It was stated that Rabbi Levi said: Rabbi Eliezer only stated this 
ruling to express affection for the mitzva. That opinion was also 
taught in a baraita: If a child is to be circumcised on Shabbat and 
they failed to bring the scalpel on Shabbat eve, one brings it on 
Shabbat uncovered, but he does not bring it covered; this is the 
statement of Rabbi Eliezer. Rav Ashi said: The language of the 
mishna is also precise in support of this opinion, as it teaches: 
And ina time of danger he covers it in the presence of witnesses. 
By inference, in a time of danger, yes, he covers it; when it is not 
a time of danger, no, he does not cover it. Conclude from this that 
the scalpel is uncovered due to affection for the mitzva. The 
Gemara states: Indeed, conclude from this. 


It was taught in another baraita: He brings the scalpel uncovered, 
and he does not bring it covered; this is the statement of Rabbi 
Eliezer. Rabbi Yehuda says in the name of Rabbi Eliezer: In a 
time of danger they would customarily bring the scalpel covered 
in the presence of witnesses. 


With regard to these witnesses, a dilemma was raised before the 
Sages: The necessary witnesses that he is saying, do they include 
he who is bringing the scalpel and one other witness? Or perhaps 
they include he who brought the scalpel and two other witnesses 
to testify on his behalf. 


HALAKHA 


Any prohibited labor that can be performed on 
Shabbat eve, etc. - awa aniwy) worxw TINY 
^3 Naw: Preparations for a circumcision that can be 
performed before Shabbat do not override Shabbat 
prohibitions. This includes prohibitions instituted by 
the Sages. Consequently, if a scalpel for circumcision 
was not brought before Shabbat, it is prohibited to 
carry it from one domain to another, and the circumci- 
sion is not performed. It is even prohibited to transport 
the knife in a manner prohibited by rabbinic decree, as 
the Sages instituted their ordinances to parallel Torah 
law. It is permitted to ask a gentile to bring the knife if 
he can transport it in a manner prohibited by rabbinic 
decree but not one that violates Torah law, in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva (Rambam Sefer 
Ahava, Hilkhot Mila 2:6, 9; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
331:6 and Yoreh De'a 266:2, 5). 
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LANGUAGE 


Peacock [tavsa] - xpi: From the Greek tawse, taos, refer- 
ring to the bird known in Modern Hebrew as tavas. The 
Hebrew word is a cognate of the Aramaic tavsa, which 
is a peacock. 
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Come and hear a resolution to this dilemma from the language of 
the mishna, which stated: And in times of danger he covers it in 
the presence of witnesses. Granted, if you say it is referring to him 
and two other witnesses, it works out well; the wording is appropri- 
ate. However, if you say it is referring to him and one other witness, 
what is to be made of the use of the term witnesses in the plural 
when there is only one other witness? The Gemara refutes this 
proof: They may still be called witnesses, in the plural, because they, 
i.e, he and the other witness, are fit to testify elsewhere.’ 


We learned in our mishna: And furthermore, Rabbi Eliezer said: 
One may even cut down trees to prepare charcoal for the purpose 
of circumcision on Shabbat. With regard to this issue, the Sages 
taught in a baraita: In the locale of Rabbi Eliezer,’ where they 
would follow his ruling, they would even cut down trees on Shab- 
bat to prepare charcoal from it in order to fashion iron tools with 
which to circumcise a child on Shabbat. On a related note, the 
baraita relates: In the locale of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili they would 
eat poultry meat in milk, as Rabbi Yosei HaGelili held that the 
prohibition of meat in milk does not include poultry. 


The Gemara relates: Levi happened to come to the house of Yosef 
the hunter. They served him the head of a peacock [tavsa]' in 
milk and he did not eat. When Levi came before Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi, the latter said to him: Why did you not excommunicate 
these people who eat poultry in milk, contrary to the decree of the 
Sages? Levi said to him: It was in the locale of Rabbi Yehuda ben 
Beteira, and I said: Perhaps he taught them that the halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, who permits 
the eating of poultry meat in milk. Given the possibility that their 
rabbi rules that it is permitted, I cannot come and prohibit it, and I 
certainly cannot excommunicate them for it. 


As we learned in a mishna, Rabbi Yosei HaGelili says: It is stated 

in the verse: “You shall not eat anything that dies of itself; to the 

stranger at your gates you may give it, that he may eat it; or you may 
sell it to a foreigner; for you are a holy people to the Lord your God” 
(Deuteronomy 14:21), and it is stated later in the same verse: “You 

shall not cook a kid in its mother’s milk.” From the juxtaposition 

of the two issues it is derived: That which is prohibited due to the 

prohibition against eating an unslaughtered animal, it is prohib- 
ited to cook it in milk. The prohibition against cooking a creature 

in milk is not limited to only a kid. If so, with regard to poultry, 
which is prohibited due to the prohibition against eating an un- 
slaughtered animal, I might have thought it should be prohibited 

to cook it in milk; therefore, the verse states: “In its mother’s 

milk.” This excludes poultry, which does not have mother’s milk 
and is therefore not included in the prohibition." 


Rabbi Yitzhak said: There was one city in Eretz Yisrael where 
they would act in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer 
with regard to circumcision, and they would die at their appointed 
time and not earlier, as a reward for their affection for this mitzva. 
And not only that, but on one occasion the wicked empire, 
Rome, issued a decree against the Jewish people prohibiting 
circumcision; but against that city it did not issue the decree. 


NOTES 


Because they are fit to testify elsewhere - nipna TY DKW 
mx: The Gemara teaches here that, even according to the opin- 
ion that one other witness is sufficient, the person who brings 
the scalpel and the witness must both be valid witnesses. The 
second person must not be a disqualified witness or a relative 
of the person who brings the scalpel, as relatives cannot testify 
together (Rashash; Rabbi Eliezer Moshe Horowitz). 


In the locale of Rabbi Eliezer - awe aby inipna: Tosafot 
explain that in Rabbi Eliezer's locale people would deliberately 
place themselves in situations where they were required to cut 
wood on Shabbat to display their affection for the mitzva of cir- 


cumcision. Although this ruling was not accepted as normative, 
the Sages praised the people of that locale, who were rewarded 
for their meticulousness in observing this mitzva. 


Meat in milk - sbna ‘wa: The basic details of this halakha appear 
in tractate Hullin, Wwherea variety of derivations are cited in order 
to establish the parameters of this prohibition, which includes 
cooking meat and milk together as well as eating and benefit- 
ing from that combination. The halakhic conclusion is that the 
Torah does not prohibit cooking poultry in milk. Nevertheless, the 
Sages issued a decree prohibiting it, lest one come to confuse 
poultry meat with meat of an animal. 
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Apropos affection for the mitzva of circumcision, the Gemara cites a 
baraita in which it was taught that Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel 
says: Every mitzva that the Jews initially accepted upon themselves 
with joy, such as circumcision," as it is written: “I rejoice at Your 
word" as one who finds great spoil” (Psalms 119:162), and as the 
Sages explained, this “word” refers to the mitzva of circumcision, over 
which they rejoiced, they still perform it with joy. And every mitz- 
va that the Jews initially accepted upon themselves with conten- 
tiousness and regret, such as the prohibition against incestuous rela- 
tions, as it is written: “And Moses heard the people weeping, 
family by family” (Numbers 11:10), and as the Sages interpreted 
homiletically: They wept over matters pertaining to their families, 
as they were prohibited at that time from marrying family members, 
they still perform with contentiousness. The fact is that there is no 
marriage contract and wedding in which contentiousness does not 
arise, as there is inevitably some conflict between the parties. The 
baraita asserts that this is because, initially, the Jews did not accept 
the laws governing marriage and family relationships willingly. 


It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar says in 
praise of the observance of the mitzva of circumcision: Any mitzva 
for which the Jews sacrificed their lives at the time of the decrees 
of the wicked empire, such as the prohibition of idolatry and the 
mitzva of circumcision, is still steadfastly observed. And any mitz- 
va for which the Jews did not sacrifice their lives at the time of the 
decrees of the wicked empire, such as phylacteries, is still casually 
observed, meaning that they are not as careful in its fulfillment as 


they should be. 


The Gemara cites proof that the mitzva of phylacteries was not ful- 
filled properly at the time of the decrees, based upon an incident re- 
lated to the following halakha. As Rabbi Yannai said: Donning phy- 
lacteries requires a clean body like that of Elisha, Man of Wings. 
What is included in the requirement to have a clean body? Abaye 
said: That one may not pass wind in them. Rava said: That one may 
not sleep in them. 


The Gemara asks: And why did they call him Elisha, Man of Wings? 
Because on one occasion the wicked empire of Rome issued a 
decree against the Jewish people that, as punishment, they would 
pierce the brain of anyone who dons phylacteries on his head. 
Nevertheless, Elisha would don them and defiantly go out to the 
marketplace. One day, an official who was appointed to enforce the 
decree saw him. Elisha ran away from him, and the official ran after 
him. When the official reached him, Elisha removed the phylacter- 
ies from his head and held them in his hand. The officer asked him: 
What is in your hand? Elisha said to him: It is merely a dove’s wings. 
A miracle took place: He opened his hand, and, indeed, it was found 
to be a dove’s wings. Therefore, in commemoration of this miracle, 
they would call him Elisha, Man of Wings. 


The Gemara asks: And what is different about a dove’s wings, that 
Elisha specifically told him that he was holding the wings of a dove 
and he did not tell him he was holding the wings of other birds? The 
Gemara answers: Because the congregation of Israel is likened to 
a dove, as it is stated: “You shall shine as the wings of a dove covered 
with silver and her pinions with yellow gold” (Psalms 68:14). Just 
as a dove has only its wings to protect it, so too, the Jewish people 
have only mitzvot to protect them. Apparently, Elisha Man of Wings 
was vigilant in fulfilling the mitzva of phylacteries in the face of the 
decree, whereas the rest of the people were not. 


Rabbi Abba bar Rav Adda said that Rabbi Yitzhak said as follows: 
On one occasion they were supposed to circumcise a baby on Shab- 
bat, and they forgot and did not bring a scalpel with which to cir- 
cumcise him on Shabbat eve, and they brought it on Shabbat via 
roofs and via courtyards, 


HALAKHA 


Every mitzva that the Jews accepted upon them- 
selves with joy, such as circumcision, etc. — mynbp 
na tea paa amawa ody bpw: It is customary 
to mark a circumcision with a celebratory meal. This 
custom is mentioned in several midrashic sources, 
and one can glean support for this notion from the 
Gemara here, which comments that the mitzva is 
performed with joy (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 265:12). 


NOTES 


Such as circumcision, as it is written: “I rejoice at 
Your word” - "pyx by ay we” ant Aon paa: 
Both Rashi and Tosafot explain how this verse is in- 
terpreted as referring to circumcision. Rav Hai Gaon 
explains that it is derived by means of a verbal anal- 
ogy: This verse reads: “I rejoice at Your word” (Psalms 
119:162), while another verse states: “For they have 
observed Your word and kept Your covenant” (Deu- 
teronomy 33:9). The parallel formulation of these two 
verses indicates that the subject of the verse in Psalms 
is also a covenant, the covenant of circumcision. 
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HALAKHA 


Carrying a circumcision scalpel on Shabbat 
from one domain to another - p39 wh 
mb mea nawa men bw: If the circumci- 
sion scalpel were not ‘brought to the place 
where the circumcision was to be performed 
on Shabbat, it is prohibited to carry it from 
one domain to another, including from a pub- 
lic domain or a karmelit into a private domain, 
and from one courtyard to another or to an 
alleyway, if they were not joined together 
through an eiruv, in accordance with the 
opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Ahava, 
Hilkhot Mila 2:6; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
331:6 and Yoreh De‘a 266:2). 


Roofs, enclosures, and courtyards — misx 
nivym missy: Roofs, enclosures, and 
courtyards are considered a single domain 
with regard to the vessels found there at the 
beginning of Shabbat. Consequently, it is per- 
mitted to carry from one to another, even if 
the individual areas belong to different own- 
ers and they were not joined by an eiruv. How- 
ever, if the vessels were in the house at the 
beginning of Shabbat, it is prohibited to carry 
them out of the courtyard area of that house, 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shi- 
mon (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Eiruvin 
3:18; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 372:1). 
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contrary to the wishes of Rabbi Eliezer. Even though the roofs and 
courtyards were not halakhically joined in a manner where it would be 
permitted to carry from one to the other, the Rabbis permitted carrying 
the scalpel in this manner. 


Rav Yosef strongly objects to this: Contrary to the wishes of Rabbi 
Eliezer? On the contrary, it is Rabbi Eliezer who permits this, as he 
permits carrying the scalpel even through the public domain." And if you 
say that it means contrary to the wishes of Rabbi Eliezer, who permits 
carrying even in the public domain, but in accordance with the wishes 
of the Rabbis, who prohibited carrying via the public domain and only 
permitted carrying via roofs, via courtyards and enclosures, that is also 
difficult. And is it permitted according to the opinion of the Rabbis? 
Wasn't it taught in a baraita: Just as one may not bring the circumcision 
knife via the public domain, so too, one may not bring it via roofs, via 
enclosures, or via courtyards? 


Rather, Rav Ashi said: It means contrary to the wishes of Rabbi Eliezer 
and his disputants,’ but in accordance with the wishes of Rabbi Shi- 
mon. As we learned in a mishna that Rabbi Shimon says: Roofs, enclo- 
sures, and courtyards" are all considered as one domain with regard to 
vessels that rested inside them at the beginning of Shabbat. Therefore, it 
is permitted to carry vessels that rested inside one to another. However, 
they are not considered the same domain with regard to vessels that 
rested inside the house at the beginning of Shabbat. If the homeowners 
did not join the courtyard by means of an eiruy, it is prohibited to carry 
vessels from their houses to the courtyard. Even if the houses in a court- 
yard were joined, it is prohibited to carry from the courtyard to an enclo- 
sure unless they were joined by means of an eiruv. In any case, there are 
circumstances in which Rabbi Shimon allows carrying via roofs, court- 
yards, and enclosures. 


Rabbi Zeira raised a dilemma before Rabbi Asi: An alleyway whose 
residents did not merge together, what is its legal status with regard to 
carrying items in all of it according to Rabbi Shimon? Rabbi Zeira ex- 
plains the dilemma: Do we say that it is like a courtyard, and just as with 
regard to a courtyard, even though they did not join the houses in it 
together and despite the fact that it is prohibited to carry out items from 
the houses to the courtyard, it is nonetheless permitted to carry in all of 
it? Therefore, in this alleyway too, even though they did not merge to- 
gether, it is permitted to carry in all of it despite the fact that it is prohib- 
ited to carry items into the alleyway. Or, perhaps an alleyway is not 
similar in this regard to a courtyard, as a courtyard has four partitions, 
whereas this, the alleyway, does not have four partitions, but only three. 
Alternatively, there may be a different reason for the inferior status of an 
alleyway in this regard: A courtyard has residents and can therefore be 
considered like a house, which would allow carrying within it, whereas 
this alleyway does not have residents. Rabbi Asi was silent and did not 
say anything to him, as he was unable to provide a satisfactory response." 


NOTES 


Contrary to the wishes of Rabbi Eliezer and his disputants — Kow 
inpr qb 939 ix 1a: This statement appears in several contexts 
involving similar cases where the Gemara associates an entire discus- 
sion with the name of a particular Sage who took part in the discussion. 
It refers not only to the opinion of that Sage but also to that of his 


disputants, whose names are not mentioned. 


Carrying in courtyards and alleyways — man nivyna bwhp: The 
laws of alleyways and courtyards are addressed at great length i in trac- 
tate Firuvin. The discussion here is based on several principles. All the 
areas referred to here, i.e., courtyards, roofs, enclosures, and alleyways, 
have the legal status of a private domain by Torah law, since they are 
surrounded by halakhically satisfactory partitions. Nevertheless, fo 
various reasons, the Sages decreed that it is prohibited to carry within 
them. They also prohibited carrying from houses located in a com- 
mon courtyard to the courtyard. The rationale is that each house is a 


private domain, while the common courtyard is similar to a domain 
frequented by the public, as it is used jointly by many people. To permit 
carrying in the courtyard, the residents of all the houses must join 
together and create a partnership [eiruv] that accords them the legal 
status of members of one family living in a single house. This also ap- 
plies to an alleyway shared by numerous courtyards. 

A different halakha applies to enclosures and roofs. Since people do 
not live there, the Sages were stringent and accorded them karmelit 
status, even though they are actually private domains. Rabbi Shimon, 
however, distinguishes between carrying from houses to roofs and 
courtyards and carrying between roofs and courtyards themselves. 
He prohibits carrying items from houses to any area of the court- 
yard, including roofs. However, he considers the roofs and courtyards 
themselves to be private domains in which it is permitted to carry. The 
question that arose in the Gemara sought to clarify which of those 
models applies to an alleyway. 
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On another occasion Rabbi Zeira found Rabbi Asi sitting and saying: 
Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish said in the name of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi: 
One time they forgot and did not bring a scalpel on Shabbat eve for the 
purpose of circumcising a child on Shabbat, and they brought it on Shab- 
bat, and the matter was difficult in the eyes of the Rabbis: How can they 
abandon the words of the Rabbis, who prohibit doing so, and act in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer? Why did they find this dif- 
ficult? One reason was that Rabbi Eliezer was a Shammuti, i.e., a follower 
of the views of Beit Shammai (Jerusalem Talmud), and the halakha is 
generally in accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel in their disputes with 
Beit Shammai. And furthermore, there is a general rule that in a dispute 
between an individual and the many, the halakha is in accordance with 
the opinion of the many. Here too, the halakha should certainly be in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, who disagree with Rabbi Eliezer. 


And Rabbi Oshaya said: I asked Rabbi Yehuda the Cutter, i.e., the circum- 
cisor, and he told me that this incident occurred in an alleyway whose 

residents did not merge together, and they brought the scalpel from this 

end of the alleyway to that end, where the baby was. That concludes Rabbi 

Asi’s account of the event. Rabbi Zeira said to Rabbi Asi: Since you related 

that story without expressing any reservations, it appears that the Master 
must hold that with regard to an alleyway whose residents did not merge 

together, it is permitted to carry in all of it. And Rabbi Asi said to him: 
Yes, that is the halakha. Rabbi Zeira said to him: But on a different occa- 
sion I raised a dilemma on this matter before you and you did not say so 

to me. Perhaps in the course of your studies your knowledge was restored 

to you?" He said to him: Yes, in the course of my studies my knowledge 

was restored to me, and I remembered this halakha. 


With regard to the very same halakha, it was stated as a principle that 
Rabbi Zeira said that Rav said: An alleyway that was not merged by the 
residents of the courtyards that open into it, it is only permitted to carry 
in it within four cubits. 


Abaye said: This halakhic matter was stated by Rabbi Zeira, and he did 
not explain it. It remained enigmatic until Rabba bar Avuh came and 
explained it. As Rav Nahman said that Rabba bar Avuh said that Rav said: 
With regard to an alleyway that was not merged" by the residents of the 
courtyards that open into it, if they joined the courtyards with the houses, 
i.e., the homeowners within each courtyard joined together and are there- 
fore permitted to carry within the courtyards themselves, it is only permit- 
ted to carry in it within four cubits, as in an intermediate domain [karme- 
lit]. However, if they did not join the courtyards with the houses and it is 
prohibited to carry within the courtyards, it is permitted to carry in the 
entire alleyway. 


Rav Hanina Hoza’‘a said to Rabba: What is different about a case where 
they joined the courtyards with the houses? Is it because the courtyards 
were detached and became like houses? And Rav follows his regular line 
of reasoning, for Rav said: An alleyway can only be made into a permitted 
area for carrying by means of a sidepole and a crossbeam, which is the 
standard halakha in a closed alleyway, if there are 


houses and courtyards open to it, and each courtyard contains at least two 
houses, and there are at least two courtyards. And here, there are houses 
but there are no courtyards, and therefore the standard halakhot of a closed 
alleyway do not apply. However, if that is the case, when they did not join 
the courtyards with the houses too, let us consider these houses as though 
they were sealed, because their residents may not carry from their houses 
into the courtyards, and the houses should be considered irrelevant. There- 
fore, in that case too, there are courtyards but there are no houses. 


NOTES 


In the course of your studies your knowledge 
was restored to you — 123 a DTT DOW Aa: 
The Rashash explains this phrase to mean the 
opposite: Through your preoccupation with your 
studies you forgot what you had learned through 
oral tradition. 


HALAKHA 


An alleyway that was not merged — xow an 
ja amw): Vessels that were located in a closed 
alleyway from the beginning of Shabbat may be 
moved anywhere within that alleyway, whether 
or not the courtyards were merged together or 
the houses within the courtyards were joined 
together. The halakha in this matter is not in ac- 
cordance with the opinion Rav but in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan cited in tractate 
Firuvin, as Rabbi Shimon’s ruling with regard to the 
halakhot of roofs and courtyards is accepted (Beit 
Yosef). According to the Rambam, if the houses 
in the courtyards were joined together but the 
various courtyards in the alleyway did not merge, 
it is permitted to carry only four cubits in the al- 
leyway (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Eiruvin 
5:15; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 388). 
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NOTES 


It is possible for them to renounce all of their property 
rights and transfer them to one person — deat wy 
n rah waar xm mh: Inhabitants of different houses 


located in the same cou 


rtyard would typically participate 


in the joining of courtyards for Shabbat. The joining of 
courtyards is accomplished in the following manner: Each 


of the families places a piece o 


bread or some other food 


in one location. Consequently, all the households in the 
courtyard are considered one extended household, and 
they may carry items on Shabbat from their houses to 
the courtyard and within the courtyard itself. However, 
in cases where there is no joining of courtyards, or where 
the halakha prohibits joining the courtyards, a different 
option is available. All the homeowners may relinquish 
authority over their shares of the courtyard to one home- 
owner. In that case, it is permitted to carry within the 
courtyard and between the courtyard and the house of 


the resident to whom al 
oftheir shares of the cou 
carry between the cour 


the other residents ceded control 
rtyard. However, it is prohibited to 
yard and any of the other houses. 


According to one opinion, upon which the Gemara here 
is based, not only is it permitted to renounce authority 


in favor of one resident; 


it is even permitted for all the 


homeowners to then relinquish authority over their shares 


of the courtyard to a different resident on Shabbat itself. 
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The Gemara answers: In that case it is possible for them to renounce 
all of their property rights and transfer them to one person." Just as 
the residents of a courtyard can join together, thereby rendering it 
permitted to carry in the courtyard, they can also relinquish their 
property rights to a single resident. In that way, it is considered as 
though there is only one inhabited house in the courtyard, and it is 
therefore permitted to carry within the courtyard as well as between 
that particular house and the courtyard. The Gemara rejects this an- 
swer: Ultimately, even in that case, there is one house, yet there are 
not multiple houses, as it is possible to relinquish one’s privileges to 
only one homeowner and not to two. This would fail to meet the 
minimum requirement of two houses for the area to be considered a 
courtyard. 


The Gemara answers: It is possible to resolve this: From morning 
until midday they can relinquish their rights to one, and from mid- 
day until evening they can relinquish their rights to another, and as 
a result there will be two houses. The Gemara rejects this answer: 
Ultimately, at the time when this house has the ownership rights, 
that house does not have them, as at any point in time there is only 
one house from which it is permitted to carry into the courtyard. 
Rather, Rav Ashi said: The explanation that there are no houses and 
courtyards here is rejected, and the explanation is: What caused the 
courtyards to be prohibited? It is the presence of the houses. Had 
there been no houses, it would have been permitted to carry from the 
courtyards into the alleyway, since they are one domain according to 
Rabbi Shimon. And here, it is considered as though there are no 
houses. Therefore, it is permitted to carry in the alleyway. 


Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba said that Rabbi Yohanan said: Rabbi Eliezer 
did not say with regard to all mitzvot that actions that facilitate 

performance of a mitzva override Shabbat. This is not a fixed prin- 
ciple with regard to preparations for all mitzvot. Rather, each case 

must be considered on its own merits, and proof must be cited that 

this principle applies to a specific mitzva. As the two loaves offered 

on the festival of Shavuot are an obligation of that day, and Rabbi 

Eliezer only learned that the activities that facilitate their sacrifice 

override Shabbat from a special verbal analogy. As it was taught in 

a baraita, Rabbi Eliezer says: From where is it derived that the ac- 
tions that facilitate the offering of the two loaves override Shabbat? 

The term bringing is stated in the verse with regard to the omer of- 
fering, and the term bringing is stated with regard to the two loaves. 
Just as in the case of the bringing stated with regard to the omer, all 

the actions that facilitate its offering override Shabbat, as the reaping 
of the omer, which facilitates its offering, overrides Shabbat, so too, in 

the case of the bringing stated with regard to the two loaves, actions 

that facilitate its offering override Shabbat. 


With regard to this verbal analogy the Gemara comments: It must be 
that those terms are free, i.e., they are superfluous in their context and 
therefore available for the purpose of establishing a verbal analogy. As, 
if they are not free, the verbal analogy can be logically refuted, as it 
is possible to say: What is unique to the omer? That if one found 
reaped barley one must nevertheless reap more barley for the sake 
of the mitzva. Can you say the same with regard to the halakhot of the 
two loaves, where it is taught that ifone found reaped grain one need 
not reap additional grain for the sacrifice? Apparently, the halakhot 
of the offering of the two loaves are not parallel to those of the omer. 
The same might be true with regard to actions that facilitate the per- 
formance of the mitzva. In truth, the verse is free for establishing the 
verbal analogy. The Gemara explains: Since the verse already states: 


“When you come to the land that I am giving to you, and you reap its 


harvest, then you shall bring the sheaf [omer], the first of your 
harvest to the priest” (Leviticus 23:10), when the verse restates, “And 
you shall count for yourselves from the morrow after the day of rest, 
from the day you have brought the sheaf of the waving, seven whole 
weeks they shall be” (Leviticus 23:15), why do I need this repetition? 
Conclude from this that the additional statement is there to render 
the term “bringing” free for establishing a verbal analogy. 


MMT INYO TDN MBX) 
ON why rah mb yn) 
paw ppd - amy te MEM 

KIT NOT INDY 


WY KIN PNA very 
vpwon bar anh: xanm- a1 
mnie IAT Naw NY prit 
TDI WONT) -130 Sny Kon) 
DAWA me prit pype bor 
Y xox) Inne 37 °907 
Pr bpi TYNAN- TY 
myby AT Naw NY prit 
Iiwan -aiw jy Kon) 
ETna ng pir pean bs) 

myx a 


YAYI TAX 12 NT 31 WN 
Kan inn: mm Ambub myy 
iby YYY DKU PW 227 

DT NITY - inna ann my 


199 AD I WN NOVY MD 
oars = ‘VAs fiat ony IAP PRY 
- ya ond wap px TITIN 


Perek XIX 
Daf 131 Amud b 


IKIT AIO KAY) KYW dp 
pmy? 37 Vax JAM IVY NYX 
MONTY ITT APT NNT TT NINN 

IYPT rn bigin 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


And yet there is still a difficulty: The verbal analogy is free only 
from one side, as only the verse that mentions bringing in the 
context of the omer offering is superfluous in its context, and we 
heard Rabbi Eliezer, who said with regard to a verbal analogy that 
it is only free from one side, that one can derive from it, and one 
can also refute" it logically. The Gemara answers: There is a super- 
fluous usage of the term with regard to the two loaves as well, as in 
the verse: “From your dwelling places you shall bring the loaves of 
waving of two tenth parts ofan ephah; they shall be of fine flour, they 
shall be baked with leaven for first-fruits unto the Lord” (Leviticus 
23:17) the phrase: “You shall bring” is an amplification. Since it 
was mentioned in the previous verse it is superfluous in its context. 
Consequently, the verbal analogy is available from both sides. 


The Gemara poses a question with regard to Rabbi Yohanan’s state- 
ment: Rabbi Eliezer did not say with regard to all mitzvot that 
actions that facilitate performance of a mitzva override Shabbat; 
to exclude actions that facilitate the performance ofwhat mitzva 
was he referring? 

If you say that it was to exclude actions that facilitate the perfor- 
mance of the mitzva of taking the palm branch [lulav] and the 
other three species on the festival of Sukkot, wasn’t it taught in 
a baraita: The mitzva of lulav and all its facilitators override 
Shabbat; this is the statement of Rabbi Eliezer? 

Rather, say that it comes to exclude the mitzva to dwell in a sukka 
on Sukkot. Wasn't it taught in a baraita: The mitzva of sukka 
and all its facilitators override Shabbat; this is the statement 
of Rabbi Eliezer? 

Rather, say that it comes to exclude the mitzva to eat matza on 
Passover. Wasn’t it taught in a baraita: The mitzva of matza and 
all its facilitators override Shabbat; this is the statement of 
Rabbi Eliezer? 

Rather, say that it comes to exclude the mitzva to sound the shofar 
on Rosh HaShana. But wasn’t it taught in a baraita: The mitzva 
of shofar and all its facilitators override Shabbat; this is the 
statement of Rabbi Eliezer? 


Rav Adda bar Ahava said: The statement of Rabbi Yohanan comes 
to exclude attaching ritual fringes to his garment and affixing a 
mezuza to the doorway," which do not override Shabbat. The 
Gemara notes that that was also taught in a baraita: And they, 
Rabbi Eliezer and the Rabbis, agree that if one attached ritual 
fringes to his garment on Shabbat, and similarly, if one affixed a 
mezuza to his doorway on Shabbat, that he is liable. 


The Gemara asks: What is the reason that Rabbi Eliezer concedes 
that actions that facilitate the performance of these mitzvot do not 
override Shabbat? Rav Yosef said: Because they have no fixed time 
and these mitzvot need not be performed on Shabbat. Abaye said 
to him: On the contrary, from the fact that they have no fixed time, 


it can be said that each and every moment is its proper time. The 
obligation to fulfill the mitzva is perpetual and one may not neglect 
it. Why should it be prohibited for him to perform actions that fa- 
cilitate the performance of the mitzva on Shabbat? Rather, Rav 
Nahman said that Rav Yitzhak said, and some say that he said that 
Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, said: The actions that facilitate 
the performance of these mitzvot do not override Shabbat, since 
one can render the relevant objects ownerless.’ One is only re- 
quired to perform these mitzvot if the objects, i.e., the garment and 
the house, belong to him. If he renders them ownerless, he is no 
longer obligated to perform these mitzvot. 


NOTES 


One can derive and one can also refute - pyw pra): 
According to Rabbi Eliezer and several other tanna‘im, only 
a verbal analogy based upon words that are superfluous in 
both contexts is considered to be incontrovertible. However, 
ifthe words of a verbal analogy are free only on one side, it is 
considered an analogy that can be refuted by distinguishing 
between the subjects under discussion. 


The exclusion of ritual fringes and mezuza — my»¥ viy% 
mata: The Gemara's question as to why ritual fringes and 
mezuza are not included among the mitzvot whose facilitat- 
ing actions override Shabbat law was puzzling to the early 
commentaries. Rabbi Yohanan had already stated that even 
according to Rabbi Eliezer, there is no one principle that gov- 
erns all the mitzvot. Therefore, a separate proof is necessary 
to include each mitzva on the list of mitzvot whose facilitat- 
ing actions override Shabbat, and there should be no ques- 
tion as to why the mitzvot of ritual fringes and mezuza are 
not included on this list. Tosafot answer that unless another 
reason was found, it might have been possible to derive 
that ritual fringes and mezuza are included based upon the 
halakha with regard to sukka. The Ramban explains that the 
question refers to the Torah’s own rationale for this halakha: 
Why did the Torah not permit the overriding of Shabbat law 
in preparing for these mitzvot? 


NOTES 


Since one can render the relevant objects ownerless — 
ipod ion Sein: According to Rashi, who is of the opin- 
ion that there is an obligation to affix ritual fringes even to 
a garment not currently in use, rendering one’s garment 
ownerless is the only way to exempt oneself from the mitzva 
to affix ritual fringes to its corners. According to other au- 
thorities, who rule that a garment which is not being worn 
is exempt from ritual fringes, either the Gemara chose one 
rationale from a number of possible explanations (Rashba), 
or this reason was chosen because it applies to both ritual 
fringes and mezuza (Ramban). 
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NOTES §=————__—_—__- 
The derivation with regard to sukka - 731D paw son: 
The early commentaries (see Tosafot) point out that some 
of the verbal analogies cited with regard to Rabbi Eliezer’s 
position do not meet his own criteria for an incontrovert- 
ible verbal analogy, since the words are not superfluous in 
both verses. The Rashba explains that in fact Rabbi Eliezer is 
of the opinion that logic dictates that mitzvot, along with 
heir facilitators, should override Shabbat. Consequently, a 
ull-fledged verbal analogy is not necessary. 


And with regard to what halakha - xnada war: There is a 
general and obvious rule that the Torah does not permit ac- 
ions that it never prohibited. It also does not revoke decrees 
it never issued. Consequently, if the Torah emphasizes that 
something is permitted, this emphasis cannot allude to the 
rabbinic decrees issued with regard to that action. 
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It was taught that the Master said in a baraita: The mitzva of lulav 
and all its facilitators override Shabbat; this is the statement of 
Rabbi Eliezer. The Gemara poses a question: From where does 
Rabbi Eliezer derive this halakha?" If you say he derives it from the 
mitzvot of the omer and the two loaves, whose facilitators override 
Shabbat, this can be refuted by saying that the performance of fa- 
cilitating actions is permitted on Shabbat in these cases because 
they are for the necessities of Temple service to God on High, as 
they are connected to the sacrificial service, which proceeds even 
on Shabbat. Rather, we can say that he derives it from the fact that 
the verse states: “And you shall take for yourselves on the first day, 
the fruit of goodly trees, branches of palm trees, boughs of thick- 
leaved trees, and willows of the river, and you shall rejoice before 
the Lord your God seven days” (Leviticus 23:40), from which he 
infers: “On the first day,” meaning that one is obligated to take it on 
the first day even if it occurs on Shabbat. 


The Gemara clarifies: And with regard to what halakha" is this 
emphasis stated? In what way would the laws of Shabbat have pro- 
hibited fulfilling the mitzva of lulav? If you say that it comes to 
permit moving the lulav despite the prohibition against moving 
set-aside items, is a verse required in order to permit moving the 
lulav? The prohibition to move items that are set-aside is not a Torah 
prohibition. The Torah would not come to permit an action prohib- 
ited by the Sages. Rather, it must be that the verse is coming to 
permit violation of Shabbat prohibitions for the facilitators of the 
lulav. 


The Gemara asks: And how do the Rabbis who disagree with Rabbi 
Eliezer understand the verse’s emphasis that the mitzva must be 
performed on that day? The Gemara answers: According to the 
Rabbis, that expression in the verse is necessary to teach that this 
mitzva must be performed by day and not by night. 


The Gemara asks: And from where does Rabbi Eliezer derive that 
this mitzva must be performed by day and not by night? The Ge- 
mara answers: He derives this halakha from the phrase: “And you 
shall rejoice before the Lord your God seven days,” as this indi- 
cates that the mitzva applies during the days and not the nights. 


The Gemara asks: And how do the Rabbis respond to this? The 
Gemara answers: The previous derivation was necessary because 
it might have entered your mind to say that we should derive the 
seven days stated here from the seven days stated with regard to 
sukka, and say: Just as there, the mitzva of sukka applies not only 
during the days but even the nights, so too here, the mitzva of lulav 
applies not only during the days but even the nights. Therefore, the 
derivation teaches us that the mitzva only applies during the day 
based upon the original expression: “On the first day.” 


The Gemara asks: And according to Rabbi Eliezer’s approach, let 
the Torah write this principle only with regard to lulav, and let 
these, the mitzva of the omer and similar cases, be derived from it. 
The Gemara answers: Because the analogy can be refuted. What 
is unique about lulav? That it requires four species, as the Torah 
demands that three other species be taken along with the lulav 
Therefore, lulav cannot serve as a paradigm for other mitzvot that 
do not share this characteristic. 


Earlier, it was taught in a baraita: The mitzva of sukka and all its 
facilitators override Shabbat; this is the statement of Rabbi 
Eliezer. The Gemara asks: From where does Rabbi Eliezer derive 
this matter? If you say he derives it from the halakha with regard to 
the omer and the two loaves, this can be refuted by saying that the 
performance of facilitators is permitted on Shabbat in these cases 
as these are the necessities of Temple service to God on High. If 
you say he derives it from the halakha with regard to lulav, this too 
can be refuted, as lulav requires four species and therefore has 
special significance. 
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Rather, he derived it through the following verbal analogy based 
upon the expression “seven days,” which is stated with regard to both 
the mitzva of sukka and the mitzva of lulav. Just as below, with regard 
to the mitzva of lulav, its facilitators override Shabbat, so too here, 
with regard to the mitzva of sukka, its facilitators override Shabbat. 


The Gemara asks: And let the Torah write only that actions that fa- 
cilitate the performance of the mitzva override the halakhot of Shab- 
bat, and let us bring these other mitzvot and derive their halakhot 
from sukka. The Gemara answers: Because this suggestion can be 
refuted: What is unique about the mitzva of sukka? That it applies 
during the nights just as it applies during the days, whereas the 
others apply only during the day. 


Earlier it was taught in a baraita: The mitzva of matza and all its fa- 
cilitators override Shabbat; this is the statement of Rabbi Eliezer. 
The Gemara asks: From where does Rabbi Eliezer derive this mat- 
ter? If you say he derives it from the halakha with regard to the omer 
and the two loaves, this can be refuted, as these are the necessities 
of Temple service to God on High. If you say he derives it from the 
halakha with regard to lulav, this too can be refuted, as it requires 
four species. If you say he derives it from the precedent of sukka, this 
too can be refuted, as it applies during the nights just as it applies 
during the days. 


Rather, Rabbi Eliezer derived it by means of a verbal analogy based 
upon the word fifteenth stated with regard to the mitzva of matza, 
and the word fifteenth stated with regard to the festival of Sukkot: 
Just as below, with regard to the mitzva to dwell in a sukka on the 
festival of Sukkot, which is on the fifteenth of the month, its facilita- 
tors override Shabbat, so too here, with regard to the mitzva to eat 
matza on the fifteenth of the month, its facilitators override Shabbat. 


The Gemara asks: And let the Torah write this principle with regard 
to matza, and and let us bring these other mitzvot and derive their 
halakhot from matza. The Gemara answers: Because this suggestion 
can be refuted: What is unique about the mitzva of matza? That it 
applies to women as it does to men. It is therefore different from the 
other mitzvot under discussion, which only apply to men. 


It was also taught in the baraita: The mitzva of shofar and all its fa- 
cilitators override Shabbat; this is the statement of Rabbi Eliezer. 
The Gemara asks: From where does Rabbi Eliezer derive this mat- 
ter? If you say he derives it from the halakha with regard to the omer 
and the two loaves, this can be refuted, as these are the necessities 
of Temple service to God on High. If you say he derives it from the 
halakha with regard to lulav, this too can be refuted, as it requires 
four species. If you say he derives it from the precedent of sukka, this 
too can be refuted, as it applies during the nights just as it applies 
during the days. If you say he derives it from matza, this too can be 
refuted, as it applies to women just as it applies to men. Rather, 
Rabbi Eliezer derives it from the fact that the verse stated: “And in 
the seventh month, on the first of the month, a holy calling it shall be 
to you; any prohibited labor of work you shall not perform; a day of 
sounding the shofar it shall be for you” (Numbers 29:1). The verse’s 
emphasis that the shofar must be sounded on that day teaches us that 
it applies even on Shabbat. 


And for what purpose was this emphasized? If you say it is in order 
to permit sounding the shofar, this has already been taught by one 
of the Sages of the school of Shmuel with regard to the verse that 
prohibits performing prohibited labor on Festivals: “Any prohibited 
labor of work you shall not perform” (Numbers 29:1), which comes 
to exclude from the category of prohibited labors the sounding of 
the shofar and the removal of bread from the oven, which are skills 
and not labors. Rather, it is necessary to teach with regard to actions 
that facilitate the performance of the mitzva. 
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NOTES 

It introduces the remembrances of the Jewish 
people — bye» bw nisi npa: The Torah states with 
regard to the ‘sounding of the shofar on Rosh HaShana: “A 
memorial proclaimed with the blast of horns, a holy con- 
vacation” (Leviticus 23:24); and a significant section of the 
Rosh HaShana prayers, Remembrances, emphasizes the 
aspect of remembrance on Rosh HaShana, whereby the 
remembrances of the Jewish people are brought before 
their Father in Heaven. 


Perek XIX 
Daf 132 Amuda 


NOTES §=—WW—___—_—_- 
If its time passed, it is void - mova mgt Vay Ox: While 
it is true that if one failed to fulfill the mitzva of sukka on 
the first day of the Festival he may still fulfill the mitzva on 
the intermediate days, there is no way to compensate for 
the failure to fulfill the mitzva on the first day as well. It is 
especially true that the mitzva is void according to Rabbi 
Eliezer's own view, that it is prohibited build a sukka during 
the intermediate days (Rashba). 
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The Gemara asks: And how do the Rabbis understand the verse’s 

emphasis that the mitzva must be performed on that day? The Ge- 
mara answers: That expression in the verse is necessary according 

to the Rabbis in order to teach that this mitzva must be performed 

by day and not by night. The Gemara asks: And from where does 

Rabbi Eliezer derive that this mitzva must be performed by day 
and not by night? The Gemara answers: He derives this halakha 

from the verse with regard to the laws of the Jubilee Year: “And you 

shall pass a shofar of sounding in the seventh month, on the tenth 

of the month, on the Day of Atonement you shall pass a shofar 
throughout your land” (Leviticus 25:9), and the laws of all in- 
stances of sounding the shofar during the seventh month are de- 
rived from each other. Therefore, just as on Yom Kippur the shofar 
is sounded during the day, as emphasized by the fact that the verse 

uses the phrase Day of Atonement, the same applies on Rosh Ha- 
Shana. 


The Gemara asks: And according to Rabbi Eliezer’s approach, let 
the Torah write this principle only with regard to shofar, and let 
us bring these other mitzvot and derive their halakhot from shofar. 
The Gemara answers: From the sounding of the shofar of Rosh 
HaShana, the principle that actions that facilitate the performance 
of a mitzva override Shabbat cannot be derived, because it has 
special significance in that it introduces the remembrances of the 
Jewish people" before their Father in heaven. From the sounding 
of the shofar of Yom Kippur, the principle that actions that facilitate 
the performance of a mitzva override Shabbat cannot be derived, 
as this shofar sounding also has special significance, as the Master 
said: Once the court sounds the shofar on Yom Kippur in the Ju- 
bilee Year, the declaration of freedom applies at once. Slaves may 
take leave of their masters and go to their homes, and fields that 
had been sold return to their ancestral owners. Therefore, other 
mitzvot cannot be derived from the sounding of the shofar of Yom 
Kippur. 


Earlier it was taught that the Master said in the baraita: The mitzva 
of circumcision and all its facilitators override Shabbat; this is 
the statement of Rabbi Eliezer. The Gemara asks: From where 
does Rabbi Eliezer derive this halakha? If he derives it from all of 
the other mitzvot cited above, we can refute it, as we have already 
said that each one of them includes a unique aspect of severity or 
significance. And furthermore, there is another difficulty: What is 
unique about these mitzvot 


in each, as if its time passed, it is void," unlike the mitzva of cir- 
cumcision, which can be fulfilled at a later date if the child is not 
circumcised on the eighth day. Rather, this is the reason for the 
opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, as the verse says: “And on the eighth 
day the flesh of his foreskin shall be circumcised” (Leviticus 12:3), 
indicating that he is circumcised on the eighth day even if it falls on 
Shabbat. 


The Gemara asks: And let the Torah write this principle only with 
regard to the mitzva of circumcision, and let these other mitzvot 
come and derive their halakhot from it. The Gemara answers: 
Because this suggestion can be refuted: What is unique about the 
mitzva of circumcision? That thirteen covenants were established 
over it, as the word covenant is mentioned thirteen times in the 
passage dealing with the circumcision of Abraham (Genesis 17). 
Owing to its great significance, other mitzvot cannot be derived 
from it. 
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The Gemara departs from the facilitators of circumcision to the ha- 
lakha of circumcision itself and asks: The Rabbis only disagree with 
Rabbi Eliezer with regard to actions that facilitate circumcision, 
which, in their view, do not override Shabbat; however, with regard 
to circumcision itself, everyone agrees that it overrides Shabbat. 
From where do we derive this halakha? Ulla said: This is a halakha 
transmitted to Moses from Sinai, but there is no biblical basis for it. 
And so too, Rabbi Yitzhak said: It is a halakha transmitted to Moses 
from Sinai. 


The Gemara raises an objection from that which was taught in the 
Tosefta: From where is it derived that saving a life overrides Shabbat? 
Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya says it is derived from the mitzva of circum- 
cision: Just as circumcision, which pertains to only one ofa person’s 
limbs, overrides Shabbat, all the more so it is an a fortiori inference 
that saving a life, which is a mitzva that pertains to the entire person, 
overrides Shabbat." 


And if it should enter your mind to say that circumcision may be 
performed on Shabbat based on a halakha transmitted to Moses from 
Sinai, is an a fortiori inference derived from a halakha transmitted 
to Moses from Sinai? Wasn’t it taught explicitly in a baraita that an a 
fortiori inference cannot be derived from a halakha transmitted to 
Moses from Sinai? Rabbi Akiva sought to derive that a nazirite who 
comes into contact with a quarter log of blood from a corpse becomes 
ritually impure’ and is required to shave his hair. He sought to do this 
based on an a fortiori inference from the halakha of the bone from a 
dead person the size of a grain of barley, as he had a received tradition 
that a nazirite is required to shave his hair due to that contact. Rabbi 
Elazar ben Azarya said to him: Akiva, the halakha that a bone the 
size of a grain of barley transmits ritual impurity is a halakha t rans- 
mitted to Moses from Sinai, and you would derive from it that a 
quarter of a log of blood transmits ritual impurity based upon an a 
fortiori inference, and one does not derive an a fortiori inference 
from a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai. The Tosefta explic- 
itly states that Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya himself derived an a fortiori 
inference from the halakha of circumcision on Shabbat. Clearly, then, 
it is derived from the Torah itself and not from a halakha transmitted 
to Moses from Sinai. 


Rather, Rabbi Elazar said: This halakha is derived by means of a 
verbal analogy between the word sign that appears with regard to 
circumcision: “And you shall be circumcised in the flesh of your fore- 


skin; and it shall be a sign of the covenant between Me and you” 


(Genesis 17:11), and sign that appears with regard to Shabbat: “How- 
ever, you shall keep My Shabbatot, for it is a sign between Me and you 
throughout your generations” (Exodus 31:13). From this verbal anal- 
ogy, itis derived that circumcision, which is a sign, may be performed 
even on Shabbat, which is itself a sign. 


The Gemara asks: But if what you say is so, phylacteries, with regard 
to which the term sign is also written: “And it shall be for a sign on 
your hand and for frontlets between your eyes” (Exodus 13:16), should 
also override Shabbat, and they should be donned on that day. 


Rather, this principle is derived by means of a different verbal anal- 
ogy from the word covenant that appears with regard to circumcision: 
“And you shall be circumcised in the flesh of your foreskin; and it shall 
be a sign of the covenant between Me and you” (Genesis 17:11), and 
the word covenant that appears with regard to Shabbat: “The children 
of Israel shall keep the Shabbat, to observe the Shabbat throughout 
their generations for a perpetual covenant” (Exodus 31:16). 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: If this is so, then the circumcision of 
an adult should also be permitted on Shabbat and it should not be 
limited to a child on the eighth day, as the term covenant is written 
with regard to him as well, as it applies to any Jewish male not yet 
circumcised. Therefore, let his circumcision override Shabbat. The 
halakha, however, is that only circumcision at its proper time on the 
eighth day overrides Shabbat. 


rom the publisher 


NOTES 


Just as circumcision, which pertains to only one of a 
person's limbs, overrides Shabbat...it is an a fortiori 
inference that saving a life overrides Shabbat - ma 
spimdp...nawa mes ania ons bw maw nny omy mda 
awa ny apia waa mpa? : This should be understood 
as follows: Just as circumcision, through which one fulfills 
only one mitzva with just one of his limbs, overrides Shab- 
bat, all the more so should saving a life, which ensures that 
a person will be able to fulfill the entire Torah with all of 
his limbs, override Shabbat (Tosafot). 


The ritual impurity of a nazirite — m ngaw: The hala- 
khot of a nazirite are articulated in the Torah (Numbers 6) 
and explained at great length in tractate Nazir, which is 
devoted entirely to these halakhot. A nazirite must refrain 
from cutting his hair and drinking wine, and avoid ritual 
impurity imparted by a corpse. If the nazirite becomes 
impure, all the previous days of his naziriteship are nulli- 
fied, and he must shave his hair, bring a special offering, 
and restart his naziriteship. A large portion of tractate Nazir 
deals with clarifying various details of impurity imparted 
by a corpse, and explaining when that nullifies one’s na- 
ziriteship and obligates the nazirite to shave his hair. 
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NOTES 


Ritual fringes and phylacteries overriding Shab- 
bat- nawanpy pam myy: Obviously, this discus- 
sion does not refer to wearing ritual fringes, which is 
a mitzva on Shabbat as it is on every other day, or 
to donning phylacteries, which does not involve a 
desecration of Shabbat. Rather, the issue is whether 
or not one may prepare the fringes and phylacteries 
for the observance of the mitzva on Shabbat. 


Anon-priest should be fit to sacrifice them - x7 
172 Want: A question is raised in Tosafot: How can 
the Gemara suggest that these sacrifices could be 
offered by anyone other than a priest when the To- 
rah itself states clearly that these offerings must be 
sacrificed by a priest? The Rashba answers that the 
question with regard to the non-priest is not meant 
iterally. The non-priest was mentioned as a prelude 
o the main question regarding the acute mourner. 
According to the Ramban, the question presumes 
hat the word priest in the verse does not prove that 
offering sacrifices is limited to a priest. Rather, the 
Torah may have been teaching that although a priest 
should offer the sacrifices ab initio, if a non-priest of- 
ered them, they are valid after the fact. 


The verse has restored this — 1p PITIN XI: This 
is an example of one of the thirteen hermeneutical 
principles by which the Torah is expounded: When a 
particular case, though included in the general state- 
ment, is explicitly mentioned with a new provision, 
he terms of the general statement no longer apply 
o it unless the Torah explicitly indicates that they 
do apply. If a halakha diverges from some general 
principle, one would assume that it was excluded 
entirely from that principle and that the guidelines 
of the general principle do not apply to it. Only if it 
is determined that the Torah explicitly restored the 
specific case to that principle can the conclusion be 
drawn that the exception was only with regard to 
the stated issue. 
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Rather, this halakha is derived by means of a verbal analogy between the 
word generations that appears with regard to Shabbat: “Throughout their 
generations for a perpetual covenant” (Exodus 31:16), and the word gen- 
erations that appears with regard to circumcision: “And I shall establish 
My covenant between Me and you, and between your seed after you 
throughout their generations, for an everlasting covenant” (Genesis 17:7). 


The Gemara asks: If so, let ritual fringes too, with regard to which the 
term generations is also written, override Shabbat, and it should be 
permitted to affix ritual fringes to a garment on Shabbat." 


Rather, Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: This halakha is derived not from 
one common word alone, but one derives it based upon the three words 
sign, covenant, and generations that appear with regard to circumcision, 
from sign, covenant, and generations that appear with regard to Shabbat, 
to the exclusion of these, i.e., ritual fringes and phylacteries, that with 
regard to each of them, one of these is written but not all three words 
together. 


And Rabbi Yohanan said: The verse says: “And on the eighth day... shall 
be circumcised” (Leviticus 12:3), which means that the child is circum- 
cised on the eighth day whenever it occurs, even on Shabbat. 


Reish Lakish said to Rabbi Yohanan: But if what you say is so, then, with 
regard to those lacking atonement, such as a zav or a healed leper, who 
must after their immersion still bring an atonement offering in order to 
complete their purification process, with regard to whom the term on 
the day is also written, as in the verse: “And on the eighth day he shall 
take two he-lambs without blemish, and one ewe-lamb of the first year 
without blemish” (Leviticus 14:10), sacrificing their atonement offerings 
should also override Shabbat. Rabbi Yohanan responded: That verse is 
necessary to teach that the sacrifice must be brought during the day and 
not at night. 


Reish Lakish asked: This verse with regard to the mitzva of circumcision 
is also necessary to teach that circumcision must be performed during 
the day and not at night. Rabbi Yohanan replied: That is derived froma 
different verse, which states: “And he that is eight days old shall be cir- 
cumcised among you throughout your generations” (Genesis 17:12). That 
circumcision must take place during the day is derived from that verse. 


Reish Lakish says: That matter, that the atonement offering must be 
sacrificed during the day, can also be derived from a different verse, as it 
is stated: “This is the law of the burnt-offering, of the meal-offering, and 
of the sin-offering, and of the guilt-offering, and of the consecration-of- 
fering, and of the sacrifice of the peace-offerings; which the Lord com- 
manded Moses at Mount Sinai on the day He commanded the children 
of Israel to present their offerings to the Lord in the wilderness of Sinai” 
(Leviticus 7:37-38), and from here it is derived that all offerings are 
sacrificed by day and not at night. 


The Gemara answers: Although this halakha is derived from: “On the 
day He commanded,’ an additional source is necessary for those lacking 
atonement. It might have entered your mind to say that since the Torah 
shows him mercy by allowing him to bring an offering of poverty, as if 
one cannot afford to sacrifice the regular atonement offering, the Torah 
enables him to sacrifice a less costly one, let him also bring it at night, as 
perhaps the Torah shows him mercy and allows him to hasten his atone- 
ment. Therefore, it teaches us that he too must bring his offering only by 
day and not at night. 


Ravina strongly objects to this reasoning: But if what you say is so, that 
the Torah has compassion on a person lacking atonement and is lenient 
with regard to the halakhot of the atonement offering, a non-priest 
should be fit to sacrifice them," and similarly, a priest who is an acute 
mourner, i.e., one whose relative died that same day and has not yet been 
buried, should be fit to sacrifice them. The Gemara answers: The verse 
has restored this." The additional verse that teaches that even one lacking 
atonement must sacrifice during the day, also teaches that the Torah was 
lenient with regard to this offering only in the ways explicitly stated in the 
Torah. 
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Rav Aha bar Ya’akov said: There is a different proof from 
the Torah that circumcision is performed even on Shabbat, 
for the verse said: “On the eighth day,” underscoring that 
circumcision is performed specifically on the eighth day 
and indicating that it is performed even on Shabbat. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: This usage of the term eighth 
is necessary to exclude the seventh day, i.e., a child may not 
be circumcised before the eighth day. The Gemara answers: 
The fact that one may not circumcise on the seventh day is 
derived from a different verse, as it is stated: “And he that 
is eight days old shall be circumcised among you through- 
out your generations” (Genesis 17:12). 


The Gemara raises a further difficulty: Both verses are still 
necessary, one to exclude the seventh day and one to ex- 
clude the ninth day. As if it were derived from one verse 
alone, I would have said: It is on the seventh day that one 
may not circumcise, since the time to circumcise this child 
has not yet arrived and the obligation of circumcision is not 
yet in effect; however, from the eighth day and onward is 
its time, and therefore it is permissible to postpone a cir- 
cumcision until the ninth day. No answer was found to this 
question, and the Gemara concludes: Rather, the derivation 
is clear according to Rabbi Yohanan. 


It was taught in a baraita in accordance with the opinion 

of Rabbi Yohanan and not in accordance with the opinion 

of Rav Aha bar Ya’akov, as the tanna interprets the phrase: 
“On the eighth day he shall be circumcised” to mean that 
the circumcision must be performed even on Shabbat. And 

how do I fulfill the prohibition against performing prohib- 
ited labor explicit in the Torah in the verse: “And you shall 

guard the Shabbat, for it is holy to you; he who desecrates 

it shall surely die” (Exodus 31:14)? That is referring to oth- 
er prohibited labors besides circumcision. The tanna 

questions his previous statement: Or perhaps that is not 

the case, and the prohibition of performing prohibited labor 
on Shabbat includes even circumcision, and, on the con- 
trary, how do I fulfill the verse: “On the eighth day he shall 

be circumcised”? It applies when the eighth day is any day 
other than Shabbat. The verse states: “On the day,’ mean- 
ing on that very day when he turns eight days old, even on 

Shabbat. The tanna of this baraita rejects Rav Aha bar 
Ya’akov’s proof and accepts Rabbi Yohanan’s assertion that 
the phrase “On the day” conclusively establishes that cir- 
cumcision is performed even on Shabbat. 


With regard to this baraita, Rava said: Initially, what did 
this tanna find acceptable, and ultimately, what did he find 
difficult? Initially he suggested that: “On the eighth day he 
shall be circumcised” is a valid source for the fact that cir- 
cumcision overrides Shabbat, but ultimately, he deemed 
that difficult and turned to an alternative source, yet pro- 
vided no reason, neither for his initial statement nor for his 
second statement. 


Rather, we can explain that this is what he is saying: “On 
the eighth day he shall be circumcised” applies even on 
Shabbat. And how do I fulfill: “He who desecrates it shall 
surely die”? That is referring to the other prohibited labors 
besides circumcision; however, circumcision overrides 


Shabbat. 


What is the reason for this? It is derived by means of an a 
fortiori inference: Just as leprosy, which overrides the 
Temple service, as a priest who is a leper may not serve in 
the Temple and it is prohibited to cut off the symptoms of 
leprosy, 
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NOTES 


Alternatively, and from where do we know, etc. - 22x 
"DYRA: According to the Maharshal, the words translated 
as alternatively should be erased, and only the following ar- 
gument is offered: Perhaps Shabbat is stringent and leprosy 
is less stringent. However, according to the existing version 
of the text, two points are being raised, one relating to the 
great stringency of the mitzva of Shabbat, the second, that 
perhaps everything raised with regard to the a fortiori infer- 
ence from the fact that leprosy overrides the Temple service 
is of no relevance to this argument. 


A man afflicted with leprosy is unfit - m xo KIT NIJ: 

This explanation should be understood as follows: It is not 
he stringency of the prohibition against cutting a bright 
white leprous spot that overrides the Temple service. Rather, 
he Temple service cannot be performed in this case, be- 
cause the person is not fit to perform it at that time. In other 
words, the prohibition against a leper being involved with 
he Temple service should be seen as merely a delay that 
prevents the priest from serving, similar to any other delay 
hat might occur when he comes to serve. Consequently, 
one cannot conclude that the cause of the delay is more 
important than the service itself. 


HALAKHA 


Circumcision overrides leprosy — nytt N% ANT aon: Cir- 
cumcision overrides leprosy. If there is a ‘bright white leprous 
spot on the foreskin, the child is circumcised, even though 
cutting the bright spot is a violation of a negative mitzva 
(Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Mila 1:9 and Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Tumat Tzara‘at 10:5; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 266:1). 


Overrides a Festival only when performed at its appoint- 
ed time - taba manta xdx anit Ay atv OW: Performing a 
circumcision, on the eighth day overrides Shabbat and, all 
the more so, a Festival. However, performing a circumcision 
at any time after the eighth day does not override Shabbat 
or a Festival (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Mila 1:9 and Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Tzara‘at 10:5; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 
266:2). 
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and the Temple service overrides Shabbat, as Shabbat offerings 
are sacrificed at their appointed time, and nevertheless circumci- 
sion overrides leprosy, i.e., if there were symptoms of leprosy on 
the foreskin of the baby, one circumcises the child even though he 
thereby violates the prohibition to cut off symptoms of leprosy; 
therefore, with regard to Shabbat, which is overridden by the 
Temple service, is it not logical that circumcision, which is so 
stringent that it overrides leprosy, overrides Shabbat as well? This 
was the tanna’s reasoning at the outset. 


And what was the reason the tanna said: Or perhaps, and ques- 
tioned his previous statement? He reconsidered and said: And 

from where do we know that leprosy is more stringent than Shab- 
bat? Perhaps Shabbat is more stringent, as it includes the severe 

punishments of karet and execution by stoning, and numerous 

warnings pertaining to it throughout the Torah. Alternatively, and 

from where do we know’ that the reason the Temple service does 

not override the prohibition of leprosy is specifically because lep- 
rosy is more stringent than the Temple service? Perhaps the Tem- 
ple service does not override the prohibition of leprosy because a 

man afflicted with leprosy is unfit" to perform the Temple service 

and not due to the stringency of the prohibition to remove symp- 
toms of leprosy from one’s body. And if so, how do I establish the 

verse: “And on the eighth day the flesh of his foreskin shall be cir- 
cumcised” (Leviticus 12:3)? That it applies to days other than 

Shabbat. Consequently, the tanna cited additional proof from that 
which the Torah states: “On the day,” indicating that circumcision 

is performed even on Shabbat. 


The Sages taught: Circumcision overrides leprosy." The foreskin 
is cut even if it has symptoms of leprosy on it, despite the fact that 
there is a Torah prohibition to cut off symptoms of leprosy. This is 
the halakha both when the circumcision takes place at its appoint- 
ed time, on the eighth day, or when it is not performed at its ap- 
pointed time but after the eighth day. However, circumcision over- 
rides a Festival only when performed at its appointed time." 


The Gemara asks: From where are these matters derived? As the 
Sages taught in a baraita with regard to the verse: “And on the 
eighth day the flesh of his foreskin shall be circumcised” (Leviti- 
cus 12:3), since this verse is stated in general terms, it teaches that 
even though there is a bright white leprous spot there, he should 
cut it. And how do I establish the verse: “Take care with regard 
to the plague of leprosy to take great care and to perform in ac- 
cordance with all that the priests, the Levites, instruct you; as I 
commanded them you shall take care to perform” (Deuteronomy 
24:8)? Does usage of the term “take care” indicate that there is a 
negative mitzva that prohibits cutting off symptoms of leprosy? We 
establish this prohibition as applying in other places, other than 
the place of a circumcision. 


The tanna asks: Or perhaps that is not the case; rather, this prohibi- 
tion applies even in the place of circumcision, and how do I vali- 
date the verse: “The flesh of his foreskin shall be circumcised”? It 
applies when there is no bright white leprous spot on the foreskin. 
So that we will not interpret the verse that way, the verse states the 
superfluous word flesh. It would have been sufficient to state: His 
foreskin shall be circumcised, but instead the verse stated: “The flesh 
of his foreskin shall be circumcised,’ indicating that the foreskin 
must be removed even though there is a bright white spot there. 


Rava said: Initially, what did this tanna find acceptable, and ulti- 
mately, what did he find difficult? At first he assumed that the 

mitzva of circumcision is more stringent, but he ultimately rejected 

this assumption with no explanation. 
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Rather, this is what he is saying: Initially he held that the phrase: 
The flesh of his foreskin shall be circumcised teaches that it is 
permitted to remove the foreskin even though there is a bright 
white spot there. And how do I validate the following verse: Take 
care with regard to the plague of leprosy? It applies in other plac- 
es, aside from the place of circumcision, but circumcision over- 
rides leprosy. What is the reason for this? It is derived by means 
ofan a fortiori inference: Just as Shabbat is stringent and neverthe- 
less circumcision overrides it, all the more so that circumcision 
overrides leprosy, which is less stringent than Shabbat. 


And what was the reason for the term or perhaps that the tanna is 
saying to question his previous statement? He reconsidered and 
said: From where do we know that Shabbat is more stringent? 
Perhaps leprosy is more stringent, as leprosy overrides the Tem- 
ple service, as stated earlier, and the Temple service overrides 
Shabbat. Therefore, the verse states the additional word flesh, to 
teach that the foreskin is removed even though there is a bright 
white leprous spot there. 


The Gemara cites another version of Rava’s comments. Initially the 
tanna thought that circumcision overrides leprosy. What is the 
reason for this? He relied on the principle that a positive mitzva 
comes and overrides a negative mitzva. And what was the reason 
the tanna is saying: Or perhaps to question his previous statement? 
He reconsidered and said: Say that we say that a positive mitzva 
comes and overrides a negative mitzva when there is a negative 
mitzva alone. However, this cutting off leprosy is prohibited by 
both a positive mitzva and a negative mitzva. And how do I estab- 
lish the verse: The flesh of his foreskin shall be circumcised? It 
applies only when there is no bright white spot on the foreskin. 
Therefore, the verse states the additional word flesh in order to 
emphasize that the foreskin is removed, even though there is a 
bright white spot there. 


The Gemara questions the derivation from the word flesh: This 
works out well with regard to the circumcision of an adult who has 
not yet been circumcised, as the word flesh is written with regard 
to adults in the verse: “And an uncircumcised male who will not 
circumcise the flesh of his foreskin, that soul shall be cut off from 
its people; My covenant he has broken” (Genesis 17:14). Similarly, 
it works out well with regard to a minor who is circumcised on the 
eighth day, as the superfluous word flesh is also written with regard 
to him. However, with regard to a person at an intermediate stage 
of life, i.e., a child who was not circumcised on the eighth day but 
has not yet reached majority, from where do we derive that his 
circumcision overrides leprosy? The Torah explicitly mandates his 
circumcision: “Circumcise for yourselves every male” (Genesis 
17:10). However, that verse does not employ the term flesh. 


Abaye said: It is derived from a combination" of the two sources 
about the status of a child at the intermediate stage, from the com- 
mon denominator between an eight-day-old and one who reached 
majority. From an adult alone, the halakha with regard to an inter- 
mediate child cannot be derived, as an adult is punishable by karet 
if he fails to circumcise himself, but an intermediate child is not 
punishable by karet. Likewise, from the case of an eight-day-old 
child, the case of an intermediate child cannot be derived; since 
the circumcision at its time overrides Shabbat it may also override 
leprosy. However, the common denominator between an eight- 
day-old and an adult is that they are circumcised and their circum- 
cision overrides leprosy. So too, all who are circumcised, includ- 
ing those in the intermediate stage, override leprosy. 


Rava said: No verse is required to teach that circumcision at its 
appointed time overrides leprosy, as it is derived by means of an 
a fortiori inference: Just as circumcision overrides Shabbat, which 
is more stringent than leprosy, all the more so that circumcision 
overrides leprosy. 


NOTES 
It is derived from a combination — x29 Xn: Deriv- 
ing a new halakha based on a common denominator 
is an accepted method. While it was impossible to de- 
rive the new halakha from one existing halakha, it was 
possible to derive the new halakha from the common 
denominator of two existing halakhot. 
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NOTES 

Pure symptoms of leprosy — O70 D933: Some commen- 
ators explain that the expression pure symptoms of leprosy 
refers to various intermediate stages of leprosy, e.g., when 
he priest commands that the afflicted person be quaran- 
ined until it can be determined conclusively whether or not 
he leprosy has spread. Even though this person is not yet 
impure or considered a leper, it is nevertheless prohibited 
o remove the symptoms, because it is possible that impure 
signs might develop from them (Josafot). The phrase pure 
eprosy is a rabbinic term. The Torah only recognizes impure 
eprosy. If it is pure, the Torah does not refer to it as leprosy 
but in some other way (Rabbi Betzalel Regensburg). 


cited here are not classic examples of positive mitzvot over- 
riding negative mitzvot, because both cases mentioned here 
are derived from a particular source. The halakha in the case 
of leprosy and circumcision is derived from an a fortiori infer- 
ence, and the halakha in the case of ritual fringes and diverse 
kinds is based on a juxtaposition of verses. Nevertheless, the 
following principle learned from these cases applies to other 
laws: The positive commandment overrides the negative 
commandment only when the fulfillment of the positive 
commandment is simultaneous with the violation of the 
negative commandment (Ramban; see Meir’). 
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Rav Safra said to Rava: From where do we know that Shabbat 
is more stringent? Perhaps leprosy is more stringent, as lep- 
rosy overrides the Temple service, and the Temple service 
overrides Shabbat. Rava answered: There, when leprosy over- 
rides the Temple service, it is not because leprosy is more 
stringent; rather, it is because the man afflicted with leprosy 
is unfit for the Temple service. Rav Safra asked: Why is he unfit? 
Let him cut off his bright white leprous spot and serve. Rava 
answered: He would remain unfit to serve, as he is lacking im- 
mersion. In order to purify himself for service in the Temple, 
he must immerse himself and wait until the following day. In 
the meantime he is unfit. 


Rav Safra raised a difficulty: It works out well if we are referring 
to impure symptoms of leprosy, as even one who removes them 
must immerse afterward. However, with regard to pure symp- 
toms of leprosy," there is a prohibition to cut off the symptoms 
even though there is no impurity. They have the legal status of 
blemishes that invalidate a priest from serving until it is cured. 
Once the bright white spot is removed, he may immediately 
serve in the Temple without immersion. What is there to say 
in that case? 


Rather, Rav Ashi said that this is the reason that leprosy over- 
rides the Temple service: Where do we say that a positive 

mitzva overrides a negative mitzva? It is in cases like circumci- 
sion in a case of leprosy, or alternatively, ritual fringes and 

diverse kinds" of wool and linen, as at the time the negative 

mitzva is uprooted, the positive mitzva is fulfilled in the very 
same action, e.g., when the ritual fringes are woolen and will be 

attached to a linen garment, a prohibited mixture is created. 
However, here, in the case of a person afflicted with pure symp- 
toms of leprosy cutting off his symptoms to enable his involve- 
ment in the Temple service, it is different, at the time the nega- 
tive mitzva is uprooted, the positive mitzva is not yet fulfilled, 
as cutting off the symptoms is only a preliminary action that 

enables him to serve. In that case, the positive mitzva does not 
override the negative one. 


The Gemara points out that this disagreement between Rava 
and Rav Safra 


is a dispute of tanna’im, as it was taught in a baraita: The term 
flesh comes to teach that even though there is a bright white 
spot there, one should circumcise; this is the statement of 
Rabbi Yoshiya. Rabbi Yonatan says: There is no need for this 
derivation from the word flesh in the verse. Rather, the same law 
can be derived by means of an a fortiori inference: If circumci- 
sion overrides Shabbat, which is stringent, all the more so that 
it overrides leprosy. 


We earlier learned that the Master said: When the verse states 

the term flesh, it comes to teach that even though there is a 

bright white spot there, one should circumcise; this is the 

statement of Rabbi Yoshiya. Rabbi Yonatan agrees with this 

halakha, albeit for a different reason. The Gemara addresses the 

fundamental question: Why do I need a verse to derive this? 

The removal of leprous skin is an unintentional act. One does 

not intend to cut the symptom of leprosy; he intended to cir- 
cumcise the baby. And the general rule is that an unintention- 
al act is permitted. Consequently, there is no need for a special 

derivation in this case. 
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Abaye said: This derivation is only necessary according to the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehuda, who said that an unintentional act is prohibited. 
Rava said: Even if you say that it is according to the opinion of Rabbi 
Shimon, who holds that an unintentional act is permitted, as Rabbi 
Shimon concedes to Rabbi Yehuda in the case of: Cut offits head and 
will it not die, i.e., an unintentional act from which a prohibited labor 
ensued as an inevitable consequence. In that case, the one who performs 
the action cannot claim that the outcome was unintended. In the case 
of circumcising a leprous foreskin, the removal of leprosy is an inevitable 
consequence of the circumcision. The Gemara asks: And does Abaye 
not accept this reasoning? Wasn’t it Abaye and Rava who both say 
that Rabbi Shimon concedes to Rabbi Yehuda that in the case of: If 
you cut off its head will it not die? The Gemara answers: After Abaye 
heard this principle from Rava, he accepted it. 


Some teach that which Abaye and Rava said as referring to this barai- 
ta. The verse states: “Take heed with regard to the plague of leprosy 
that you observe diligently and do in accordance with all that the 
priests, the Levites, instruct you; as I commanded them you shall take 
care to do” (Deuteronomy 24:8). The Sages derived from here that to 
do something in order to remove leprosy directly, you may not do; but 
you may do something that will indirectly remove one’s symptom, such 
as tying a thick rope on his foot," and placing a rod on his shoulder. 
This is permitted even though there is a bright white spot present, and 
if the bright white spot is thereby removed, it is removed. 


The Gemara asks: Why do I need a verse to address this?" It is an un- 
intentional act, and an unintentional act is permitted. Abaye said: 
This derivation is only necessary according to the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda, who said that an unintentional act is prohibited. Rava said: 
Even if you say that it is according to the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, 
who holds that an unintentional act is permitted, as Rabbi Shimon 
concedes to Rabbi Yehuda in the case of: If you cut off its head will it 
not die? The Gemara asks: And does Abaye not accept this reasoning? 
Wasn't it Abaye and Rava who both say that Rabbi Shimon concedes 
to Rabbi Yehuda that in the case of: Cut off its head and will it not die? 
The Gemara answers: After Abaye heard this principle from Rava, he 
accepted it. 


The Gemara clarifies: According to Abaye’s initial understanding of the 
halakha in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, i.e., even 
the inevitable consequence of an unintended act is permitted, what 
does he do with this term flesh, which appears in the verse with regard 
to circumcision? Rav Amram said: This term teaches that even ina case 
where the person who is circumcising himself says explicitly that his 
intention is also to cut off the bright white spot, the circumcision 
nonetheless overrides the prohibition to remove symptoms of leprosy. 


The Gemara asks: This works out well in the case of an adult who in- 
tends to perform the prohibited act. With regard to the circumcision of 
a minor, who has no intention at all, what is there to say, i.e., how does 
this teaching apply? Rav Mesharshiya said: The teaching applies in a 
case where the father of the circumcised child says that his intention 
is to cut off his son’s bright white leprous spot. 


The Gemara asks: In that case, if there is another person present who 
can circumcise the child, let the other person perform the circumcision. 
Presumably the other person will not intend to excise the bright white 
spot but rather will intend to fulfill the mitzva of circumcision, and no 
transgression will be committed, as Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish said: 
Any place that you find positive and negative mitzvot" that clash with 
one another, if you can find some way to fulfill both, that is preferable; 
and if that is not possible, the positive mitzva will come and override 
the negative mitzva." Here it is possible to fulfill both the positive and 
negative mitzvot by having another person perform the circumcision. 
The Gemara answers: This is a case where there is no other person to 
perform circumcision; only the boy’s father can circumcise him. There- 
fore, a particular verse is needed to teach us that the mitzva of circumci- 
sion overrides the prohibition to cut off symptoms of leprosy. 


NOTES 
You may not do - wip nny x: The Rashba 
questions the version in the Gemara because 
the phrase you may not do implies that there is 
a prohibition to perform an action that removes 
the symptoms of leprosy, in which case there are 
both negative and positive mitzvot pertaining to 
leprosy. Therefore, the Rashba accepts Rashi’ ver- 
sion of the text, which reads as follows: You may 
do. This means that the mitzva to take care with 
regard to leprosy does not prevent a person from 
performing other tasks in their usual manner, even 
if the result will be the removal of the symptoms. 


Why do I need a verse to address this, etc. — x7) 
DNTP b ma: If the removal of a leprous symp- 
tom is permitted when there is no performance 
of a mitzva, as in the case of a thick rope, why is 
it necessary to derive from a verse that it is per- 
mitted to remove a leprous symptom when per- 
forming a mitzva? Some commentaries explain 
that the verse teaches that even if one intends to 
remove the leprous symptoms and does not do 
so in an unusual manner, he may still perform a 
circumcision (Rashba). 


The positive mitzva will come and override the 
negative mitzva - 7wyn x AND nwy x: Rav 
Nissim Gaon explains this issue at length. In his 
view, the reason that positive mitzvot override 
negative mitzvot is not because the former are 
more stringent or more significant. Rather, the 
positive mitzva is seen as limiting the scope of 
the prohibition. The Sages taught that the verses: 
“He who desecrates it [Shabbat] shall surely die” 
(Exodus 31:14) and“On the Shabbat day two sheep 
[shall be offered" (Numbers 28:9) were stated in a 
single utterance. This teaching should be under- 
stood along similar lines. Indeed, the verses are 
not contradictory. Rather, the positive mitzva to 
offer sacrifices on Shabbat limits the scope of the 
prohibition against performing labor on Shabbat. 
The same principle can be said to apply to other 
mitzvot. However, when both a positive and a 
negative commandment pertain to the same 
mitzva, it cannot be said that a separate positive 
mitzva comes and limits its scope, since this act 
already includes a positive mitzva. 


HALAKHA 
But you may do so by tying a thick rope, etc. - 
na apa rims wip Sax: The Torah prohibits the 
removal of the symptoms of leprosy. It is permissi- 
ble, however, for the leper to act in a usual manner 
and carry a rod on his shoulder or tie a thick rope 
around his leg, even if there is a bright white spot 
there. If the signs of impurity are thereby removed, 
there is no violation of the Torah prohibition as 
long as the leper did not intend to remove them 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Tzara‘at 10:1). 


Any place that you find positive and negative 
mitzvot, etc. - xb) nyy xyin aAxw Dipa b> 
^D TYN: Whenever a positive anda negative 
mitzva clash, it is preferable if one can fulfill both. 
However, if this is not possible, the positive mitzva 
overrides the negative one (Rambam Sefer Ahava, 
Hilkhot Tzitzit 3:6). 
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NOTES 


Circumcision on a Festival could have been derived 
through an a fortiori inference - snimdpna sivopa aon: In 
some editions, the Gemara delineates the a fortiori inference 
in the following manner: Just as one’s own needs override 
the prohibition of labor on a Festival, all the more so circum- 
cision, which is a mitzva, overrides the prohibition of labor on 
a Festival (Rabbeinu Zerahya HaLevi). According to Rashi and 
others, this is not a valid a fortiori inference because eating 
and drinking on a Festival are included among the mitzvot 
of the day, and they are not considered the exclusive needs 
of the individual. Rather, the a fortiori inference that can be 
applied here is the one used in the case of circumcision on 
Shabbat, i.e., the derivation from the Temple service and 
leprosy (Rashba). 


286 


PEREK XIX ` 133A ` 2p aty pa 


KYY ATT APN I0 OF 219 TWX 
avg amt sa 7378 Fata 


NPAT IT KAD 19) RPT VIN 
sy aan won NY” KIP X 
Japa wy bh abn pyw “pa 
Xa - Pa’ anh Taya an 

inp wapa by sansa 


naw nbiy” KIP TAN WK aN 
awa bin eo Ki- "nava 
zwoa bin nbiy hr 


iad NIT” NTP WK WN XII 
PYV xd) — NITY ‘rosy ney 
„jana Kow toon Kh - saat 

aim bon YOON 


MIT MY NIW WK WN 17 


mwyn xd nwy ate op mh mm 


TWYN x Dx ANN AVY pri 


wy) 


DNKNI NN D9” 
KPPD INWE TAT, 


We learned earlier that the Master said that circumcision only over- 
rides a Festival when the circumcision takes place at its proper 
time, on the eighth day after birth. The Gemara asks: From where 
are these matters derived? 


Hizkiya said, and likewise one of the Sages of the school of 
Hizkiya taught: The verse states with regard to the Paschal lamb: 
“And you shall not leave any of it until morning; but that which 
remains ofit until morning you shall burn with fire” (Exodus 12:10). 
This verse contains a superfluous phrase, as the Torah did not need 
to state until morning the second time; it would have been suff- 
cient to state: But that which remains of it you shall burn with fire. 
Rather, why does the Torah state until morning? The verse comes 
to provide him with the second morning for burning. Leftover 
meat of the Paschal lamb is not burned on the following morning, 
which is a Festival, but rather on the following day, the first of the 
intermediate days of the Festival. Even though the labor of kindling 
a fire is not entirely prohibited on a Festival, as one may cook and 
bake, itis derived from here that kindling a fire is permitted only for 
the purpose of preparing food for the immediate needs of the day 
and not for purposes that can be postponed until the intermediate 
days. Similarly, since circumcision involves a prohibited labor, it is 
permitted on the eighth day only when there is no option of post- 
poning it. Otherwise, doing so is prohibited. 


Abaye said there is a different source for the fact that only circumci- 
sion on the eighth day overrides the Festival, as the verse stated: 
“The burnt-offering of each Shabbat on its Shabbat in addition to 
the continual burnt-offering and its libation” (Numbers 28:10). This 
verse teaches that one may not sacrifice the burnt-offering of a 
weekday on Shabbat, and one may not sacrifice the burnt-offering 
ofa weekday on a Festival. Although slaughtering is permitted on 
a Festival for sustenance, it is nevertheless prohibited to slaughter 
animals for sacrifices other than those specifically mandated on the 
Festival. Temple service only overrides prohibited labor in the case 
of Temple service that is an essential obligation of that day. Simi- 
larly, circumcision only overrides the prohibition of labor when it 
is an essential obligation of that day, which is the case only on the 
eighth day; it is not the case after the eighth day. 


Rava said there is a different proof, as the verse states with regard 

to Festivals: “And in the first day there shall be to you a holy convo- 
cation, and in the seventh day a holy convocation; no manner of 
work shall be done in them, save that which every man must eat; 

that alone may be done for you” (Exodus 12:16). The superfluous 

term “that” in the verse teaches the following: That which is neces- 
sary for food preparation itself is permitted and not actions that 

facilitate food preparation or which prepare utensils necessary for 

eating. Similarly, “that alone may be done” teaches: Only food 

preparation may be performed and not circumcision that is not at 

its appointed time, which could have been derived through an a 

fortiori inference." Therefore, the verse emphasizes that “that alone” 
may be performed, to teach that prohibited labors are permitted for 

sustenance on a Festival, and are not permitted for other mitzvot. 


Rav Ashi said: The mitzvot of a Festival include not only a negative 
mitzva but also a positive one. There is a prohibition of labor as well 
as Shabbaton, an obligation to engage in solemn rest, which is a 
positive mitzva, and therefore the observance of a Festival consti- 
tutes both a positive mitzva and a negative mitzva. And there is a 
principle that a positive mitzva does not override both a negative 
mitzva and a positive mitzva. 


We learned in the mishna: A principle was stated by Rabbi Akiva: 
Any prohibited labor that can be performed on Shabbat eve does 
not override Shabbat; however, any prohibited labor that cannot be 
performed on Shabbat eve overrides Shabbat. Rav Yehuda said that 
Rav said: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Akiva in this matter. 
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And we also learned in a mishna pertaining to the Paschal lamb, 
in a similar vein: A principle was stated by Rabbi Akiva: Any 
prohibited labor that can be performed on Shabbat eve does not 
override Shabbat. By contrast, the slaughtering of the Paschal lamb, 
which cannot be performed on Shabbat eve, as it has a fixed time 
from the Torah, overrides Shabbat." And Rav Yehuda said that 
Rav said: The halakha is in accordance with Rabbi Akiva. 


The Gemara comments: And both statements that the halakha is in 
accordance with Rabbi Akiva were necessary. As had Rav taught 
us that the halakha is in accordance with Rabbi Akiva only with 
regard to circumcision, the conclusion would have been: It is 
specifically there that facilitators that can be performed the day 
before do not override Shabbat, as there is no punishment of karet 
if the circumcision is delayed, as liability for karet only applies when 
the child becomes obligated in mitzvot and chooses not to circum- 
cise himself. However, with regard to the Paschal lamb, where 
there is karet for one who fails to offer the sacrifice at its proper time, 
one would say that those facilitators should override Shabbat. 
Therefore, it was necessary for Rav to state that the halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva with regard to the 
Paschal lamb. 


And if Rav had taught us that the halakha is in accordance with 
Rabbi Akiva only with regard to the Paschal lamb, the conclusion 
would have been that the reason that facilitators that can be per- 
formed on the eve of the Festival do not override the Festival is 
because thirteen covenants were not established upon the Paschal 
lamb, and it is therefore not so significant. However, with regard to 
circumcision, upon which thirteen covenants were established, 
the conclusion would have been that even actions that facilitate the 
mitzva that could have been performed on Shabbat eve should 
override Shabbat. It was therefore necessary to teach that the ha- 
lakha is in accordance with Rabbi Akiva in both cases. 


MI S H NA When the eighth day of a baby’s life occurs 


on Shabbat, he must be circumcised on that 
day. Therefore, one performs all the necessities of the circumci- 
sion, even on Shabbat:" One circumcises the foreskin, and uncov- 
ers the skin by removing the thin membrane beneath the foreskin, 
and sucks the blood from the wound, and places on it both a 
bandage [ispelanit]' and cumin as a salve. 


If one did not grind the cumin from Shabbat eve, he chews it with 
his teeth and places it on the place of circumcision asa salve. Ifhe 
did not mix wine and oil on Shabbat eve, a mixture designed to 
heal and strengthen the child, this, the wine, is placed on the wound 
by itself and that, the oil, is placed by itself." 


And on Shabbat one may not make a pouch to place over the cir- 
cumcision as a bandage ab initio, but he may wrap a rag over it as 
a dressing. If he did not prepare the bandage on Shabbat eve by 
bringing it to the place where the circumcision was performed, he 
wraps the bandage on his finger and brings it on Shabbat, even 
from a different courtyard. While the Sages permitted it to be 
brought, they required that it be performed in an unusual fashion, 
by wearing it in the manner of a garment. 


GEMARA The Gemara asks: Since the mishna is 


teaching all of them, i.e., enumerated all 
the requirements of circumcision, when the mishna added: One 
performs all the requirements of circumcision even on Shabbat, 
what did it come to include? 


HALAKHA 

Slaughtering the Paschal lamb on Shabbat - 
nawa noa now: The slaughtering of the Paschal 
lamb, the sprinkling of its blood, and all the other 
necessary requirements of the sacrifice override 
Shabbat, because their time is fixed by the Torah 
and they cannot be performed before Shabbat. How- 
ever, preparations that can be performed the day 
before do not override Shabbat, in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Akiva (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Korban Pesah 1:18). 


Preparing the necessities of circumcision on 
Shabbat - nawa aa sD MDT: Every aspect of 
the circumcision may be performed on Shabbat; 
however, preparations for the circumcision do not 
override Shabbat (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Mila 
2:6; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 3311, 6 and Yoreh 
Dea 266:2). 


Preparing medicine on Shabbat for the sake of 
circumcision - mya pish nawa maap maa: With 

regard to grinding cumin and mixing wine and oil 

to use as medications after the circumcision, if one 

failed to prepare them before Shabbat, one may pre- 
pare them on Shabbat in an unusual manner (Ram- 
bam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Mila 2:7; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 331:7 and Yoreh De'a 266:3). 


LANGUAGE 
Bandage [ispelanit] - mip: From the Greek, 
omdnviov, splènion, meaning bandage or piece of 
cloth placed on a wound. 
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NOTES 


As long as he is engaged in the circumcision, he may 
return, both for shreds of skin, etc. — ppiy xinw pat bs 
aa pega by pa win mova: In the Jerusalem Talmud, two 
opinions are cited as the source of the obligation to remove 
shreds of skin. According to Rabbi Akiva, it is derived from 
he double Hebrew expression himmol yimmol, which is 
ranslated as: “He shall surely circumcise” (Genesis 17:13). Us- 
age of the double expression implies that both the foreskin 
and the relevant shreds of skin must be removed. According 
o Rabbi Yishmael, who does not derive laws from double 
expressions of this kind, the source for this halakha is the 
erm: “A bridegroom of blood for circumcisions” (Exodus 4:26) 
used in a verse pertaining to the circumcision of the son of 
oses. The plural form, circumcisions, indicates that there 
are two elements to circumcision. 


Beautifying a mitzva on Shabbat - nawa mya WT: In an 
attempt to identify the opinion of the tanna who deals with 
the removal of the shreds of skin, the Gemara searches for 
the sources of the two underlying foundations of his view. 
The first is the distinction between the basic obligation of 
the mitzva and its beautification. The second is the principle 
that when the performance of a mitzva is interrupted in the 
middle, its subsequent continuation is not considered part 
of the same action. Each attempt to find a precedent focuses 
on identifying one of these foundations. 


HALAKHA 


As long as he is engaged in the circumcision, he may 
return, both for shreds of skin, etc. — ppiy xImW pat bs 
aa pyyn by pa win mba: On Shabbat, one who circum- 
cises a child may remove shreds of skin and flesh even if 
they do not invalidate the circumcision, as long as he is still 
engaged in the circumcision. However, if he has already 
withdrawn his hand, he may only return to remove the 
shreds of skin that invalidate the circumcision (Rambam 
Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Mila 2:4, 6; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
331:2 and Yoreh De‘a 266:2). 


Beautify yourself before Him in mitzvot — wah TRANI 
Myra: One should make an effort to ensure that the objects 
he uses in the performance of a mitzva are beautiful. The 
Sages taught that for the purpose of beautifying mitzvot, 
one should be willing to spend up to an additional one- 
third of the price of an object with which he could fulfill 
the mitzva in a valid, less beautiful manner (Rambam Sefer 
Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin Umezuza VeSefer Torah 7:4; Sefer Ze- 
manim, Hilkhot Shofar VeSukka VeLulav 7:6; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 656). 


Just as He is compassionate and merciful, so too should 
you be compassionate and merciful — 9% DIM) Pan NAT m 
DIND pan 7 TAK: The Prophets used descriptive praises of 
God's attributes and thereby taught us that these attributes 
are laudable virtues. One should seek to emulate them and 
become compassionate, merciful, and holy like the Creator, 
as per the statement of Abba Shaul (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, 
Hilkhot Deot 1:6). 
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The Gemara answers: It comes to include that which the Sages 
taught in a baraita: One who circumcises on Shabbat, as long as 
he is engaged in the circumcision, he may return and remove 
shreds of skin that were not cut properly. This is the ruling both for 
shreds of skin and flesh that invalidate the circumcision if they 
are not cut, i.e., the child is not considered circumcised if they re- 
main, and for shreds that do not invalidate the circumcision if 
they are not cut. But if the circumcisor has withdrawn from engag- 
ing in the mitzva of circumcision, he may return for shreds that 
invalidate the circumcision if they were not cut, as the mitzva has 
not yet been properly performed, but he may not return for shreds 
that do not invalidate the circumcision if they are not cut. Conse- 
quently, when the mishna refers to all the requirements of circumci- 
sion, it means that as long as one is still involved in the act of cir- 
cumcision, one may go back and remove even pieces of skin that do 
not invalidate the circumcision. 


With regard to this law, the Gemara asks: Who is the tanna who 
holds that if one has already withdrawn from a mitzva he may not 
return to engage in its performance? Which tanna asserts that as 
long as a person is involved in a mitzva whose performance over- 
rides Shabbat, he may complete it; however, if he is no longer in- 
volved in the mitzva, he may not exceed the minimum requirements 
if doing so would desecrate Shabbat? Rabba bar bar Hanna said 
that Rabbi Yohanan said: It is Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi 
Yohanan ben Beroka, as it was taught in a baraita: In a case of the 
fourteenth of Nisan, the day the Paschal lamb is sacrificed, that 
occurs on Shabbat, one flays the Paschal lamb until he exposes 
the breast, in order to remove the portions that are offered on the 
altar, but one does not flay anymore, as it is not necessary for the 
mitzva of the day; this is the statement of Rabbi Yishmael, son of 
Rabbi Yohanan ben Beroka. And the Rabbis say: One may even 
flay the entire hide. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: From where do you draw this com- 
parison? Perhaps Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yohanan ben 
Beroka, only stated his opinion that one may do no more than the 
minimum requirement there, with regard to the Paschal lamb, be- 
cause we do not need to fulfill the mitzva of: “This is my God and 
I will glorify Him” (Exodus 15:2). The manner in which the animal 
is flayed does not impact the mitzva of the sacrifice. However, here, 
with regard to circumcision, where we need to fulfill the mitzva of: 


“This is my God and I will glorify Him,’ which requires performing 


the circumcision in a beautiful manner, indeed, Rabbi Yishmael 
would agree that the mitzva must be performed as aesthetically as 
possible." 


What is the source for the requirement of: “This is my God and I 
will glorify Him”? As it was taught in a baraita with regard to the 
verse: “This is my God and I will glorify Him [anveihu], the Lord 
of my father and I will raise Him up.” The Sages interpreted anveihu 
homiletically as linguistically related to noi, beauty, and interpreted 
the verse: Beautify yourself before Him in mitzvot.” Even if one 
fulfills the mitzva by performing it simply, it is nonetheless proper 
to perform the mitzva as beautifully as possible. Make before Him 
a beautiful sukka, a beautiful lulav, a beautiful shofar, beautiful 
ritual fringes, beautiful parchment for a Torah scroll, and write 
in it in His name in beautiful ink, with a beautiful quill by an 
expert scribe, and wrap the scroll in beautiful silk fabric. 


Abba Shaul says: Ve‘anveihu should be interpreted as if it were writ- 
ten in two words: Ani vaHu, me and Him [God]. Be similar, as it 
were, to Him, the Almighty: Just as He is compassionate and 
merciful, so too should you be compassionate and merciful." In 
any case, there is no proof from Rabbi Yishmael’s statement with 
regard to the Paschal lamb that he would say the same with regard 
to circumcision, as in that case, he might agree that fulfilling the 
mitzva beautifully justifies overriding Shabbat. 
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Rather, Rav Ashi said: This should be understood differently. In ac- 
cordance with whose opinion is this baraita with regard to circumci- 
sion? It is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei. As we 
learned in a mishna: Whether the new moon was clearly seen by 
everyone or whether it was not clearly seen, one may desecrate Shab- 
bat in order to sanctify the New Moon." Eyewitnesses who saw the 
appearance of the moon may desecrate Shabbat in order to go to court 
and testify. Rabbi Yosei says: If the moon was clearly seen, they may 
not desecrate Shabbat for it, since other witnesses, located nearer to 
the court, will certainly testify. If these distant witnesses go to court to 
testify, they will desecrate Shabbat unnecessarily. Apparently, Rabbi 
Yosei holds that if the basic requirements ofa mitzva have already been 
fulfilled, one may no longer desecrate Shabbat in its performance. 


The Gemara rejects this: From where do you draw this comparison? 
Perhaps Rabbi Yosei only stated his opinion there, in the case of 
sanctification of the New Moon, because there no allowance was 
made for Shabbat to be overridden. Given that the moon was clearly 
seen and testimony to that effect could have been delivered easily, there 
was no need for additional witnesses to come and desecrate Shabbat, 
and the prohibition to desecrate Shabbat remained in place. However, 
here, in the case of circumcision, where allowance was made for Shab- 
bat desecration, as it is permitted and required to perform circumci- 
sion on Shabbat at its appointed time, indeed, it would be permitted 
to complete the circumcision even according to Rabbi Yosei. 


Rather, the Sages of Neharde’a say: This ruling is in accordance with 
the opinion of the Rabbis, who disagree with Rabbi Yosei. As we 
learned in a mishna: Four priests would enter the Sanctuary every 
Shabbat to arrange the showbread,"* two of whom had two orders of 
six loaves each in their hands, and two had two bowls of frankincense 
in their hands. And four priests would precede them; two came to 
take the two orders of bread left on the table from the previous week, 
and two came to take the two bowls of frankincense. Next, those 
bringing the loaves and bowls into the Sanctuary would stand in the 
north of the Sanctuary, facing south, while those carrying the loaves 
and bowls out would stand in the south of the Sanctuary, facing north. 
These slide the old bread along the table, and these place the new 
bread on the table, and as a result, the handbreadth of this one would 
be alongside the handbreadth of that one, so that the requisite 
amount of bread would always be present on the table, as it is stated: 


“And you shall place on the table showbread before Me continuously” 


(Exodus 25:30)" 


Rabbi Yosei said: Even if these priests were first to take the old bread 
off the table entirely, and only afterward were these priests to place 
the new ones on the table, this too would fulfill the requirement that 
the showbread be on the table continuously. It is unnecessary to en- 
sure the uninterrupted presence of the showbread on the table. Appar- 
ently, the Rabbis hold that even a moment's break in the performance 
of a mitzva is deemed an interruption. The same principle applies to 
circumcision. Once one withdrew and is no longer engaged in its 
performance, it is as though he completed the mitzva and he may no 
longer return to it. 


The Sages taught: We complete the cutting" of the foreskin, and if 
he did not complete the cutting he is punishable by karet. The Ge- 
mara asks: Who is punishable by karet? Rav Kahana said: The crafts- 
man, i.e., the circumcisor. If he failed to complete the circumcision 
properly on Shabbat he is punishable by karet, as he wounded the baby 
on Shabbat without fulfilling the mitzva circumcision. 


The showbread — 0573 ond: The showbread, which was 
placed on the sacred table i in the Sanctuary (Exodus 25:23-30), 
was comprised of twelve loaves arranged on wooden slats in 
two stacks of six loaves each. Atop each stack or, according to 
another opinion, between them, were two bowls of frankin- 
cense. The showbread remained on the table from one Shabbat 


NOTES 


HALAKHA 


Shabbat and the sanctification of the New Moon - 
wang wry Naw: In ancient times, when new months 

were sanctified based on the sighting of the moon, wit- 
nesses who saw the moon would rush to the rabbinical 

court to testify. The witnesses were permitted to des- 
ecrate Shabbat to expedite their arrival. If the moon was 

clearly visible, and it was safe to assume that it had been 

seen by others who live closer to the court, it was un- 
necessary for them to rush to the court and desecrate 

Shabbat. Nevertheless, the witnesses were encouraged 

to proceed to the court even at the expense of Shabbat, 
in accordance with the unattributed mishna (Rambam 

Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Kiddush HaHodesh 3:4). 


The arrangement of the showbread - 02571 ony WD: 

The arrangement of the showbread was carried out in 

the following manner: Eight priests entered the Sanctu- 
ary, four carrying the new bread and bowls of frankin- 
cense, and four to remove the old bread and frankin- 
cense. The priests removed the old bread by sliding it 
off the table very slowly. The priests inserting the new 
bread immediately placed the loaves in the vacated spot, 
in accordance with the unattributed mishna (Rambam 

Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 5:4). 


BACKGROUND 
The showbread table - 02977 ony now: The loaves are 
arranged on the showbread ‘table in two stacks, Between 
the two arrangements, or, according to some, on them, 
the priests would place the bowls of frankincense. 


Showbread table with loaves 


to the next. Every Shabbat the priests would remove the old 
bread and replace it with new bread. The old bread was divided 
among the priests and eaten. The dispute between Rabbi Yosei 
and the Sages is with regard to the proper interpretation of the 
word “always” (Exodus 25:30) with regard to the transition from 
the old loaves to the new ones. 


Complete the cutting [mehalketin] - popon: Most com- 
mentators explain that this term is related to the word likkut, 
gathering. It refers to the act of taking and cutting. Some of 
the geonim explain that the foreskin is similar to a yalkut, a 
sack or covering. Consequently, the word mehalketin means 
the removal of this covering. 
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NOTES 


Actually, it refers to a craftsman...where he came 

to perform the circumcision at twilight, etc. - 
3) nivawia Pa SON wa pais obiyd: Some com- 

mentaries explain that the Gemara had to resort to 

the unlikely scenario of one who was warned not 
to perform the circumcision, ignored the warning, 
and became liable for karet because the unwitting 

sinner is liable for a sin-offering, not karet. We accept 

the principle that one who erred while engaged in 

performance of a mitzva, yet performed some aspect 

of the mitzva, is exempt from a sin-offering. However, 
if one sinned wittingly in a similar case, he is punish- 
able by karet (Rabbi Elazar Moshe Horowitz). 


Seven parts fat — S21 K IW: Some commentar- 
ies explain that this means seven types of fat from 
seven different kinds of animals (Rabbi Ya'akov Em- 
den). 


HALAKHA 


If he came at twilight on Shabbat, and those pres- 
ent said to him: You will not manage, etc. - KINT 
A3) apa NY yd maxi naw WAWI pa: If ‘the 
conclusion of Shabbat is nearing, and a child who is 
supposed to be circumcised on Shabbat has not yet 
been circumcised, and people warn the circumcisor 
that he will not manage to complete the circumci- 
sion in time, and he proceeds to circumcise the child 
on the assumption that he will complete it on time, 
but he fails to do so, he is liable to bring a sin-offering. 
He is not punishable with karet. Even though he was 
warned, he did not willfully intend to commit a trans- 
gression (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 
2:9 and in the Kesef Mishne). 


A craftsman who does not suck — KIDIN XT 
yn xha: After removing the foreskin, the person 
performing the circumcision sucks blood from the 
wound so that the child does not become danger- 
ously ill. If the circumcisor does not suck the blood, 
he is removed from his position. Whether or not this 
procedure can be performed utilizing implements 
available in modern times is disputed by the later 
authorities (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Mila 2:2; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 264:3). 


BACKGROUND 


Sucking in circumcision — aon maa mwyn: The 
purpose of sucking is to prevent the closing of the 
blood vessels as well as to remove any infection that 
might have entered the wound by means of the cir- 
cumcision scalpel. 
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Rav Pappa strongly objects to this: Why should the craftsman be 
liable? Let him say to those present: I performed half the mitzva; 
now you perform the other half of the mitzva. I am not liable, as I 
was engaged in performance of a mitzva, even though I did not com- 
plete it. Rather, Rav Pappa said: The reference here is not to circum- 
cision on Shabbat, but rather to the mitzva of circumcision in general. 
The one liable for karet is an adult whose circumcision was not com- 
pleted. He is not considered to have been circumcised according to 
halakha. Therefore, he is punishable by karet, like one who was not 
circumcised at all. 


Rav Ashi strongly objects to this: This cannot be, as if so what is the 
baraita teaching? The fact that an adult is liable for karet is explicitly 
written in the verse: “And an uncircumcised male who will not 
circumcise the flesh of his foreskin, that soul shall be cut off from its 
people; My covenant he has broken” (Genesis 17:14). Rather, Rav 
Ashi said: Actually, it refers to the craftsman who performed the 
partial circumcision on Shabbat, and it is a case where he came to 
perform the circumcision at twilight" on Shabbat day, just before the 
conclusion of Shabbat, and those present said to him: You will not 
manage" to complete the circumcision before the conclusion of Shab- 
bat, and he said to them: I will manage. And he performed the 
circumcision and did not manage to complete the mitzva before 
Shabbat ended. It turns out that he made a wound in the child but 
did not fulfill the mitzva. And since he was forewarned not to do so, 
he is therefore punishable by karet like anyone who violates Shabbat 
not for the purpose of performing a mitzva. 


We learned in the mishna that one sucks blood from the wound after 
the circumcision was performed on Shabbat. Rav Pappa said: A 
craftsman who does not suck" the blood after every circumcision is 
a danger to the child undergoing circumcision, and we remove him 
from his position as circumcisor. 


The Gemara comments: This is obvious. Given that one desecrates 
Shabbat to suck the blood, which involves performance of a prohib- 
ited labor, obviously, failure to do so poses a danger. Desecration of 
Shabbat would not be permitted if it was not a life-threatening situa- 
tion. The Gemara answers: This is not an absolute proof. Lest you say 
that this blood is collected and contained in place, and one who 
removes that which is pooled in its place does not perform the sub- 
category of the prohibited labor of threshing on Shabbat, i.e., drawing 
blood; that is the reason sucking the blood is permitted, not due to 
any danger involved in failing to do so. Therefore, the mishna teaches 
us that this blood is attached and flowing and not merely pooled. One 
who draws it out performs an act that is generally prohibited by Torah 
law on Shabbat, and it is nonetheless permitted due to danger to the 


child. 


And it is similar to the halakhot of a bandage and cumin stated in the 
mishna. Just as in the case of a bandage and cumin, failure to do 
what is necessary with these items poses a danger to the child, here 
too, if he does not perform the sucking after circumcision, it poses 
a danger to the child; Shabbat is overridden in cases of danger. 


We learned in the mishna: And on Shabbat one places on the wound 
from the circumcision a bandage. Abaye said: My nurse said to me: 
A bandage for all wounds should be made from seven parts fat" and 
one part wax. Rava said: A bandage should be made from wax and 
sap of a tree. 


When Rava taught this cure in Mehoza, the sons of Manyomei the 
doctor tore their clothes in misery, as he taught everyone how to 
make a bandage, and their services would no longer be required. Rava 
said to them: I left you one cure that I did not reveal, with which you 
can make a profit, for Shmuel said: One who washes his face and 
does not wipe it a lot will develop 
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sores on his flesh. What is his remedy? Let him wash extensively 
in beet water, in which beets have been boiled. 


We learned in the mishna: If one did not grind the cumin from 
Shabbat eve, he chews it with his teeth and places it on the place of 
circumcision asa salve. The Sages taught: There are actions that may 
not be performed in preparation for a circumcision on Shabbat but 
may be performed in preparation for it on a Festival. For example: 
One grinds cumin for it, and one mixes wine and oil for it.” 


Abaye said to Rav Yosef: What is different about cumin that makes 
it permissible to grind it on a Festival? The fact that it is suitable for 
use to spice a pot, in cooking. Based on that explanation, mixed wine 
and oil are also suitable for use on Shabbat for a sick person, as it 
was taught in a baraita: One may not mix wine and oil for a sick 
person on Shabbat. Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar said in the name of 
Rabbi Meir: One may even mix wine and oil on Shabbat. 


Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar said: It happened on one occasion that 
Rabbi Meir had intestinal pain on Shabbat, and we sought to mix 
wine and oil for him as treatment and he did not let us do so. We 
said to him: Will your statement be negated in your lifetime? You 
permit mixing these ingredients for a sick person. He said to us: 
Even though I say this and my colleagues say that, and I do not 
retract my statement, still, in all my days I have never been so pre- 
sumptuous as to violate the statements of my colleagues and act 
in accordance with my opinion. Apparently, it was he who was 
stringent with regard to himself, but for everyone it is permitted." 


The Gemara answers that there is a distinction between the cases: 

There, for medicinal purposes, it need not be beaten, whereas here, 
for circumcision, it must be beaten. The Gemara asks: Here too, let 

us prepare the mixture but not beat it.. The Gemara answers: That 

is in fact the custom, and that is what the mishna teaches: He plac- 
es this by itself and that by itself, meaning that he may mix the wine 

and oil, but he may not beat them. 


The Sages taught with regard to labor on a Festival: One may not 
strain mustard in its strainer, and one may not sweeten it with coal. 
Abaye said to Rav Yosef: In what way is this different from that 
which we learned in a mishna: One may place an egg in a mustard 
strainer on Shabbat? 


Rav Yosef said to him: There is a distinction between the cases, that 
there, in the case of the egg, the act does not appear like selecting, 
whereas here, in the case of the mustard, the act appears like select- 
ing. Straining an egg does not actually separate it into its component 
parts. Straining mustard does. 


We learned that one may not sweeten the mustard with coal." The 
Gemara asks: Wasn’t it taught in a baraita: One may sweeten it with 
coal. The Gemara answers: This is not difficult, as there is a distinc- 
tion: There, where it is permitted, it is referring to the case of a 
metal coal, as extinguishing metal coals is not prohibited by Torah 
law, whereas here, where it is prohibited, it is referring to the case of 
a wooden coal. 


Preparations for circumcision on a Festival - sip ova noon PN: 
Any activity that is not actually a component of the mitzva of cir- 
cumcision per se does not override Shabbat or Festival prohibitions. 
The exception to this rule is grinding cumin and mixing wine and 
oil, which may be performed on a Festival (Rambam Sefer Ahava, 
Hilkhot Mila 2:10; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 266:6). 


HALAKHA 


Preparing mustard on a Festival - sip oiva Sana bisw: It is 
prohibited to strain mustard in a strainer on a Festival. One may 
not sweeten it by extinguishing wooden coals with it. However, 
it is permitted to sweeten it by extinguishing metal coals with 
it (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Yom Tov 3:17; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 510:3). 


NOTES 


And one mixes wine and oil for it — jaw} ay pagio: 

Some authorities explain that the prohibition against 
using medicine on Shabbat involves two issues: First, 
preparing the medication for use may involve viola- 
tion of the Torah prohibition against grinding, and 
second, there is a rabbinic decree prohibiting use of 
medicine already prepared. The Rabbis did not pro- 
hibit the use of medication on Festivals. Therefore, one 
may mix wine and oil. According to Rabbi Meir, the 
mixture is considered food and not medicine; there- 
fore, it may be mixed on Shabbat. However, grinding 
cumin violates the Torah prohibition against grinding. 
Therefore, it is prohibited on Shabbat. It is permitted 
on a Festival only because it can be used for cooking 
(Rabbi Elazar Moshe Horowitz). 


It was he who was stringent with regard to himself, 
but for everyone it is permitted — WATIT V1) x17 
vw by rab bay waa: Among the Sages, it 
was a common practice that a Sage who issued a 
lenient ruling in a dispute would not rely on his own 
ruling because he did not wish to violate the ruling 
of his colleagues. Nevertheless, he would allow the 
general public to act in accordance with his more 
lenient ruling. 


sop qty pia PEREK XIX-134A 291 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


HALAKHA 
What is the halakha with regard to whether it is per- 
missible to curdle cheese on a Festival — ia qm: One 
may not prepare cheese on a Festival, even to be eaten 


on the Festival, because it can be done the day before 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 510:5). 


BACKGROUND 
A baby whose exit is unknown - y xT xp 
mapaa: The Gemara refers to a congenital defect 
known as atresia ani, the obstruction of the anal cavity. 
This defect can be surgically corrected. 


A baby that refuses to nurse — pai ivg pian: Oc- 
casionally, cold temperatures can suppress muscular 
activity, including in the mouth. Consequently, the 
baby is unable to nurse. Warming the child helps in 
those cases. 
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Abaye said to Rav Yosef: In what way is mustard placed on coals, 
which is prohibited, different from meat placed on coals," which 
is permitted even if the coals are extinguished by the blood drip- 
ping from the meat? Rav Yosef said to Abaye: The two cases are 
not similar, as there, with regard to meat, it is not possible to 
accomplish this in any other way, but here, with regard to mustard, 
it is possible to accomplish this in another way. 


Abaye said to Rav Yosef: What is the halakha with regard to 
whether it is permissible to curdle cheese on a Festival?™ He said 
to him: It is prohibited. Abaye asked: In what way is this differ- 
ent from kneading dough, which is permitted on a Festival? Rav 
Yosef said to him: There, with regard to dough, it is not possible 
to bake bread before a Festival, as day-old bread is inferior to fresh 
bread. Therefore, kneading dough to bake bread on a Festival is 
permitted. Here, with regard to cheese, it is possible to curdle 
cheese before a Festival and it will not deteriorate in any way. 


Abaye challenged this distinction: Didn’t the Sages of Neharde’a 
say that one-day-old cheese is excellent? Curdling cheese on a 
Festival should be permitted? Rav Yosef responded: This is what 
they are saying: Even one-day-old cheese is excellent; however, 
cheese that aged longer is better. Therefore, they did not permit 
curdling cheese on a Festival, as it is not necessary for the Festival. 


We learned in the mishna: And on Shabbat one may not make a 
pouch to place over the circumcision as a bandage ab initio. 
Abaye said: My mother, actually his foster mother who was the 
nursemaid who raised him, told me: With regard to that pouch, 
placed as a bandage over the circumcision ofa baby, let one place 
it on the upper side with the threads below, lest a thread from it 
stick to the place of circumcision and cause the baby to become 
one with a severed urethra. The Gemara relates that Abaye’s 
mother would make a pouch that covered half the place of cir- 
cumcision so that it would not be damaged through contact with 
the threads emerging from the edge of the pouch. Abaye said: If 
this baby does not have a pouch to put on the place of the cir- 
cumcision, let one bring a worn-out garment with a hem, and 
wrap the hem under, and fold the garment over, so that the 
threads from the worn-out garment will not adhere to the wound. 


And Abaye also said: My mother told me: In the case of a baby 

the location of whose exit, i.e., anus, is unknown,’ as it is ob- 
scured by skin, let one rub it with oil and stand it before the light 

of the day. And where it appears transparent, let one tear it with 

a barley grain widthwise and lengthwise. However, one may not 

tear it with a metal implement because it causes infection and 

swelling. And Abaye said that my mother told me: If a baby 
refuses to nurse,’ that is because its mouth is cold and it is unable 

to nurse. What is his remedy? They should bring a cup of coals 

and place it near his mouth, so that his mouth will warm and 

he will nurse. And Abaye said that my mother told me: A baby 

that does not urinate, let one place him in a sieve and shake him, 
and he will urinate. 


NOTES 


Meat on coals — yaa% Wa: Some commentaries explain that 


placing meat on top of hot coals on a Festival is not a direct viola- 


tion of the labor of extinguishing, because the fire ultimately burns 
stronger. The Sages permitted roasting meat in this manner, as no 
Torah prohibition is violated. According to this approach, there is 
a variant reading of the Gemara: There, there is no extinguishing; 
here, there is extinguishing (Rif). 

Others authorities state that the labor of extinguishing is 
also permitted on a Festival if extinguishing is required for food 
preparation, with the following caveat: If the food could have 


been prepared beforehand, it may not be prepared on a Festival. 


However, if preparing the food prior to the Festival would produce 
food not as tasty as food prepared on the Festival, it is even per- 
mitted to extinguish a fire in its preparation (Rabbeinu Zerahya 
HaLevi). 


What is the halakha with regard to whether it is permissible to 
curdle cheese on a Festival — ety) yma: Some explain the state- 
ment that kneading is not oe whereas curdling is possible 
as follows: Flour itself is inedible in its current form, whereas the 
raw material of cheese, i.e., milk, can be legitimately consumed 
in its present state (Rabbeinu Zerahya HaLevi). 
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And Abaye said: My nurse told me: If a baby is not breathing, 
let them bring his mother’s placenta and place the placenta on 

him, and the baby will breathe. And Abaye said that my moth- 
er told me: If a baby is too small, let them bring his mother’s 

placenta and rub the baby with it from the narrow end to the 

wide end of the placenta. And if the baby is strong, i.e., too large, 
let them rub the baby from the wide end of the placenta to the 

narrow end. And Abaye said that my mother told me: If a baby 
is red, that is because the blood has not yet been absorbed in 

him. In that case, let them wait until his blood is absorbed and 

then circumcise him. Likewise, if a baby is pale and his blood 

has not yet entered him, let them wait until his blood enters 

him and then circumcise him. 


As it was taught in a baraita, Rabbi Natan said: On one occasion, 
I went to the coastal cities, and one woman came before me 
who circumcised her first son and he died, and she circumcised 
her second son and he died, and since she feared circumcising 
the third due to concern that he might die as well, she brought 
him before me. I saw that he was red. I said to her: Wait until 
his blood is absorbed into him. She waited until his blood was 
absorbed into him and then circumcised him, and he lived. 
And they would call him Natan the Babylonian after my name. 


Rabbi Natan further related: On another occasion I went to the 

state of Cappadocia, and a woman came before me who cir- 
cumcised her first son and he died, and she circumcised her 
second son and he died. Since she feared circumcising the third 

due to concern that he might die as well, she brought him before 

me. I saw that he was pale.’ I looked at him and I could not see 

in him the blood of the covenant, i.e., he had a blood deficiency. 
I said to her: Wait until blood enters him. And she waited and 

then circumcised him," and he lived. And they would call his 

name Natan the Babylonian after my name. 


MI S H N A One may wash the baby on Shabbat, both 


before the circumcision and after the 

circumcision." And one may sprinkle hot water on him by hand 
but not with a vessel, in order to depart from the usual manner 
in which this is done. Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya says: One may 
wash the baby on the third day following his circumcision, even 
if that third day occurs on Shabbat. On the third day following 
circumcision, the baby is considered to be in danger, as it is 
stated with regard to the men of Shekhem, who were circum- 
cised: “And it came to pass on the third day, when they were in 
pain” (Genesis 34:25). This teaches us that on the third day the 
pain of circumcision poses a danger." 


If there is uncertainty whether or not to circumcise a baby, and 
likewise in the case ofa hermaphrodite [ androginos]' baby, who 
possesses both male and female genitals, one does not desecrate 
Shabbat to perform the circumcision, since it is not certain that 
the circumcision is required. And Rabbi Yehuda permits doing 
so for a hermaphrodite baby. 


NOTES 


BACKGROUND 

The red and pale child - pim ite thn: Several 
medical explanations were proposed to identify the 
diseases from which the babies seen by Rabbi Natan 
were suffering. With regard to the child who was red, 
some presume that the children of that family suffered 
from a rare hereditary blood disease known as purple 
disease, purpura hemorrhagica. The child who was pale 
was probably sick with hemolytic jaundice of the new- 
born, which is also hereditary. 


HALAKHA 

The circumcision of a sick baby — nbin piva nm: Ifa 
baby displays signs of possible illness, and the circumci- 
sion might be dangerous, the baby is not circumcised 
at the appointed time. For example, if the baby is too 
pale or too red, the circumcision is postponed until he 
is healthy enough to be circumcised. This ruling is in 
accordance with Abaye's statement in the name of his 
nursemaid and the incidents involving Rabbi Natan 
(Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Mila 1:17; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 263:1). 


HALAKHA 

Washing the circumcised baby -bim PYDI NYIT: 
During the talmudic era, failure to wash a baby in hot 
water both before and after the circumcision, as well 
as on the third day following the circumcision, was 
deemed life-threatening. Nowadays, this practice is 
no longer followed. Therefore, if one wishes to wash 
the child on Shabbat, the standard restrictions that 
apply to washing any other person apply to the child 
as well. The Rema writes: In our countries, the custom 
is to wash him before the circumcision in hot water 
prepared the day before. After the circumcision, the 
custom is to wait and wash him after Shabbat has 
ended. If the third day after his circumcision occurs on 
Shabbat and it will be necessary to wash him, hot water 
is prepared the day before and the child is washed on 
Shabbat. The Rema adds that in a case where there is 
potential danger if he is not washed, it is permitted to 
heat water for him on Shabbat. The same applies with 
regard to any sick person whose life is in danger (Ram- 
bam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Mila 2:8 and Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 2:14; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 331:9 
and in the comment of the Rema). 


LANGUAGE 


On the third day - whwn diva: The commentaries and hala- 
khic authorities disagree over the significance of the third day 
after circumcision. According to Rashi, Rabbeinu Hananel, and 
most other commentaries, the baby remains in danger on the 
third day, and Shabbat prohibitions should be overridden so 
that he can be washed. This certainly applies on the first and 


second days as well, as the child has had even less time to re- 
cuperate. Others authorities, including the Rambam, state 
that this law refers specifically to the third day, not to the sec- 
ond, because the pain of the wound increases on the third day. 
There is support for this explanation in Pirkei DeRabbi Eliezer 
and elsewhere. 


Hermaphrodite [androginos] — Diim: From the 
Greek avdpdoyvvoc, androgynos, meaning a man- 
woman, i.e., a creature with attributes of both genders. 
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G E M ARA The Gemara questions the mishna’s state- 


ment that one may sprinkle hot water on 
the baby only by hand: Didn't you say in the first clause of the 
mishna that one may wash him? If it is permissible to wash the 
baby, it is certainly permitted to sprinkle water on him with a ves- 
sel. 


It was Rav Yehuda and Rabba bar Avuh who both said that this 
mishna is taught employing the style known as: How. In this style, 
the latter clause clarifies the former. It should be understood as 
follows: One may wash the baby both before circumcision and 
after circumcision. How may one wash him? One sprinkles 
water on him by hand, but not with a vessel. 


Rava said: Doesn't it teach the phrase one may wash, and wash- 
ing is not sprinkling. Rather, Rava said that this is what the 

mishna is teaching: One may wash the baby, both before cir- 
cumcision and after circumcision. On the first day, one may 
wash him in his usual manner. However, on the third day follow- 
ing his circumcision, if that third day occurs on Shabbat, one may 
sprinkle water on him only by hand, but not with a vessel, and 

one may certainly not wash him. Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya says: 
One may even wash the baby on the third day following his 

circumcision, if that third day occurs on Shabbat, because the 

baby is considered to be in a state of danger, as it is stated: “And 

it came to pass on the third day, when they were in pain.” 


A baraita was taught in accordance with the opinion of Rava: 
One may wash the baby, both before circumcision and after 
circumcision. On the first day, the baby is washed in its usual 
manner; and on the third day that occurs on Shabbat, one 
sprinkles water on him by hand but not with a vessel, and one 
may not wash him. Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya says: One may even 
wash the baby on the third day that occurs on Shabbat. And 
although there is no absolute proof for this matter, there is an 
allusion to this matter, as it is stated: “And it came to pass on 
the third day, when they were in pain.” 


The baraita continues: And when one sprinkles water, he may 
not sprinkle it with a cup or with a bowl or with any other ves- 
sel; rather, he does so by hand. The Gemara comments: We have 
arrived at the opinion of the first tanna, as this clarification of 
how the sprinkling was performed is not in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya. Rather, it is an elaboration 
of the statement of the first tanna. 


The Gemara comments: What is the meaning of the baraita’s state- 
ment: And although there is no absolute proof for this matter, 
there is an allusion to this matter? Why does the baraita refer to 
it as a mere allusion when it appears to offer absolute proof that 
the pain of circumcision is significant on the third day? The Ge- 
mara answers: Indeed, it is not a complete proof, because an 
adult’s flesh does not heal immediately, but a child’s flesh heals 
immediately. Perhaps a baby is not considered to be in danger on 
the third day. 


The Gemara relates: A certain person came before Rava to ask a 
question with regard to washing a baby after circumcision. Rava 
ruled in accordance with its halakhic ruling, that everyone 
agrees that it is permitted to wash the baby on the first day. After- 
ward, Rava became ill. He said: Why did I involve myself in the 
opinions of the Elders? The Sages of the previous generation, Rav 
Yehuda and Rabba bar Avuh, articulated the halakha in a different, 
more stringent manner. Rava felt that his illness was divine pun- 
ishment for taking their opinions lightly. 


The Sages said to Rava: Wasn’t it taught in the baraita in accor- 
dance with the opinion of the Master, so why are you concerned 
with regard to your ruling, which is correct? Rava said to them: 
The language of the mishna is precise according to their opinion. 
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From where can this be concluded? From the fact that it is stated: Rab- 
bi Elazar ben Azarya says: One may wash the baby on the third day 
that occurs on Shabbat. Granted, if you say that the first tanna is saying 
only that one may sprinkle, but prohibited washing the baby even on the 
first day, that explains what Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya said to him in re- 
sponse: One may wash. However, if you say that the first tanna is saying 
one may wash on the first day and one may sprinkle on the third day, 
this statement: Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya says that one may wash, is 
imprecise. Rather, he should have said that one may even wash" on the 
third day. Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya is not disputing whether it is ever 
permitted to wash the baby, as the first tanna also agrees that it is permit- 
ted on the first day; the dispute is whether or not that leniency extends 
to the third day as well. Since a precise reading of the mishna supports 
the opinion of Rav Yehuda and Rabba bar Avuh, the baraita supporting 
Rava’s opinion is not sufficiently authoritative to supplant that under- 
standing. 


When Rav Dimi came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, he said that 
Rabbi Elazar said: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya. 


They discussed the following question in the West, in Eretz Yisrael:" Is 
this referring to washing the entire body of the baby, or to washing the 
place of the circumcision? 


One of the Sages, named Rabbi Ya’akov, said to them: It stands to rea- 
son that it is referring to washing his entire body, as if it should enter 
your mind that the dispute is with regard to washing the place of the 
circumcision, is this washing any worse than placing hot water on a 
wound? Rav said: One does not prevent placing hot water and oil ona 
wound on Shabbat. Therefore, it should certainly be permissible to wash 
the place of the circumcision. 


Rav Yosef strongly objects to this proof: And is there no difference for 
you between hot water heated on Shabbat and hot water heated on 
Shabbat eve? Placing hot water heated on Shabbat eve on a wound vio- 
lates only the rabbinic decree prohibiting healing; whereas heating hot 
water on Shabbat violates a Torah prohibition. 


Rav Dimi strongly objects to Rav Yosef’s point: And from where do you 
know that here it is with regard to hot water heated on Shabbat that 
they disagree? Perhaps it is with regard to hot water heated on Shabbat 
eve that they disagree. Abaye said: I wanted to answer him, but Rav 
Yosef answered him first: The dispute is certainly with regard to heating 
water on Shabbat, because failure to do so poses a danger for the baby. 


It was also stated that when Ravin came to Babylonia from Eretz Yisrael, 
he said that Rabbi Abbahu said that Rabbi Elazar said, and others say 
that Rabbi Abbahu said that Rabbi Yohanan said: The halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya, both with 
regard to hot water heated on Shabbat and with regard to hot water 
heated on Shabbat eve; both with regard to washing the entire body 
and with regard to washing the place of the circumcision alone, because 
failure to do so poses a danger for the baby." 


Rav’s statement with regard to the treatment of a wound on Shabbat was 
mentioned in passing. The Gemara proceeds to discuss the matter itself. 
Rav said: One does not prevent placing hot water and oil on a wound 
on Shabbat. And Shmuel said: It is prohibited to place hot water or oil 
directly onto the wound, because it appears to be medical treatment. 
Rather, one places the hot water or the oil outside the wound, above it, 
and it flows and descends to the wound itself. 


The Gemara raises an objection from that which was taught in a baraita: 
One may not place oil or hot water on soft material to place it on a 
wound" on Shabbat. This supports the opinion of Shmuel, who prohib- 
its performing actions that appear to be medical treatment. However, that 
ruling contradicts the opinion of Rav. The Gemara answers: There, the 
baraita prohibited placing oil or hot water on a rag, not because it appears 
to be medical treatment; rather, it is prohibited due to concern that one 
might perform the prohibited labor of squeezing. 


NOTES 

One may even wash — p¥nya 4x: The 
baraita cited above states explicitly: One 
may wash, which is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rava. That should serve as indi- 
cation that the inference from the mishna 
is invalid. Some explain that based on the 
inference in the mishna, Rava arrived at a 
variant reading of the entire baraita, which 
conforms to the inference from the mishna 
(Rashba and others). Alternately, the word- 
ing of the baraita is not as authoritative and 
reliable as that of the mishna. 


They discussed the following question 
in the West - xIW 72 w7: Indeed, this 
dilemma is raised in the Jerusalem Talmud, 
where a dispute is cited between two 
amoraim who had different opinions with 
regard to this matter. 


Washing the baby in hot water - nym 
pana piva: At least one question was 
disputed by halakhic authorities from the 
times of the geonim and onward without 
resolution: Is it permissible to heat water on 
Shabbat in order to wash the child before 
circumcision? Some of the geonim were 
inclined to permit heating water before 
circumcision, and all the more so after the 
circumcision. However, most subsequent 
authorities raised doubts about these rul- 
ings, even the allowance to heat water af- 
ter the circumcision, unless there was clear 
danger to the life of the baby. They cer- 
tainly did not permit heating water before 
the circumcision. See the Halakha notes; 
this matter resolved itself over time as the 
practice to wash the baby before and after 
circumcision was no longer customary. 


HALAKHA 


Oil and hot water on a wound - pam paw 
TAT DA byn: On Shabbat, one may not 
place a mixture of oil and hot water on 
top of a wound, but he may place it near 
a wound so it flows and descends into the 
wound, in accordance with the opinion 
of Shmuel, since the baraita supports him 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
21:26; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 328:22). 
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HALAKHA 


One may place a dry compress. ..on a wound, etc. — 
^D WD Jin ADT as by pania: Contrary to Rashi's 
explanation that appears in the Gemara, it is permit- 
ted to wrap a wound with swatches of new fabric on 
Shabbat, since they do not heal but only protect the 
wound. However, old rags may not be used, because 
they have a medicinal effect. If they have already 
been used to dress a wound, it is permitted to reuse 
them, because they no longer have a medicinal ef- 
fect (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 21:26; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 328:23). 


Perek XIX 
Daf135 Amuda 


BACKGROUND 


Born circumcised bing bin: Occasionally, a baby is 
born without a foreskin. This is caused by the degen- 
eration of the foreskin, and in this respect, the medi- 
cal assessment would agree with the view expressed 
in the Gemara that one born circumcised has a type 
of concealed foreskin. 
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The Gemara cites an additional proof. Come and hear that which was 
taught in a similar baraita: One may not place oil or hot water on soft 
material that is on a wound on Shabbat. This baraita supports the 
opinion of Shmuel. The Gemara answers: There too, it is prohibited 
due to concern for squeezing. 


A baraita was taught explicitly in accordance with the opinion of 
Shmuel: One may not place oil or hot water on a wound on Shabbat; 
however, one may place it outside the wound so it flows and de- 
scends to the wound. 


The Sages taught another baraita: One may place a dry compress and 
a dry sponge on a wound," but not a dry reed and not dry rags. The 
Gemara comments: This is difficult, as the first statement with regard 
to rags, i.e, a dry compress which is a type of rag, contradicts the second 
statement with regard to rags, as the baraita first permitted placing rags 
on a wound and then prohibited doing so. The Gemara answers: This 
is not difficult. This statement, which prohibits placing rags on a wound, 
is referring to new rags, which heal the wound; that statement, which 
permits placing rags on a wound, is referring to old rags, which are not 
effective in healing. Abaye said: Conclude from this that these rags 
heal, which is useful information with regard to the treatment of 
wounds. 


We learned in the mishna: If there is uncertainty whether or not to 
circumcise a baby, and likewise in the case of a hermaphrodite baby, 
one does not desecrate Shabbat to perform the circumcision of a her- 
maphrodite, even on the eighth day following the birth. The Sages 
taught in a baraita: The verse states: “And on the eighth day the flesh of 
his foreskin shall be circumcised” (Leviticus 12:3), and they interpreted 
the verse: “His foreskin” indicates that only the circumcision of his 
halakhically certain foreskin overrides Shabbat, 


and the circumcision of a halakhically uncertain foreskin does not 
override Shabbat. And by means of the same inference from the term 
his foreskin, derive that circumcision of his definite foreskin overrides 
Shabbat, and circumcising the foreskin of ahermaphrodite baby," with 
regard to whom there is uncertainty whether or not circumcision is 
required, does not override Shabbat. 


Rabbi Yehuda says: The circumcision of a hermaphrodite overrides 
Shabbat, and if he is not circumcised, when he reaches majority he is 
punishable by karet. Rabbi Yehuda interprets the verse in the following 
manner: His definite foreskin overrides Shabbat; however, the cir- 
cumcision of one born at twilight" does not override Shabbat. And 
likewise, his definite foreskin overrides Shabbat; however, the cir- 
cumcision of one who was born circumcised," i.e., without a foreskin,’ 
does not override Shabbat. With regard to a child in that condition, 
there is a dispute between Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel, as Beit Sham- 
mai say: It is necessary to drip covenantal blood from him, in lieu of 
circumcision of the foreskin, and Beit Hillel say: It is not necessary, as 
he is already circumcised. 


HALAKHA 


Circumcising a hermaphrodite baby — pimin nua: The 
circumcision of a hermaphrodite does not override Shabbat, in 


accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Aha- 


va, Hilkhot Mila 1:1; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 331:5 and Yoreh 
Dea 266:10). 


Born at twilight - nivaws pa “biz: When a child is born at twi- 


light, the eight days for his circumcision begin the night following 
twilight. However, this later date does not override Shabbat or a 


Festival, or even the second day of the Festival in the exile (Rosh; 
Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Mila 1:12; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
331:5 and Yoreh De'a 266:8). 


Born circumcised — bang xinws thin: If a child was born cir- 
cumcised, even though he is circumcised at the age of eight 
days, his circumcision does not override Shabbat (Rambam Se- 
fer Ahava, Hilkhot Mila 1:11; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 331:5 and 
Yoreh Dea 266:10). 
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Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar said: That was not the subject of their dis- 
pute, as Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel did not disagree over the fact 

that from one who was born circumcised, it is necessary to drip 

covenantal blood," because they agree that it is a case ofa concealed 

foreskin. The child is not actually circumcised; it is just that his foreskin 

is not visible. With regard to what did they disagree? With regard to 

a convert who for some reason was circumcised when he was a gentile 

and converted when he was already circumcised," as Beit Shammai 

say: Dripping covenantal blood from him is necessary, and Beit Hil- 
lel say: Dripping covenantal blood from him is not necessary, and he 

needs only a ritual immersion to complete his conversion. 


The Gemara cited above that the Master said: The circumcision of a 
halakhically uncertain foreskin does not override Shabbat. The Ge- 
mara asks: What case of uncertainty does this statement come to in- 
clude? The Gemara answers: It comes to include that which the Sages 
taught: To circumcise a child born after seven months of pregnancy, 
one desecrates Shabbat, as it will likely live. However, to circumcise a 
child born after eight months"*" of pregnancy, with regard to whom the 
presumption was that he would not survive, one may not desecrate 
Shabbat. And even for the circumcision ofa child with regard to whom 
there is uncertainty whether the child was born after seven months 
and uncertainty whether the child was born after eight months, one 
may not desecrate Shabbat. 


And the Sages taught: A child born after eight months is like a stone 
with regard to the halakhot of set-aside [muktze], and it is prohibited 
to move him. However, his mother may bend over the child and nurse 
him due to the danger that failure to nurse will cause her to fall ill. 


With regard to the halakhic ruling in the case of a child born circumcised, 
it is stated that the Sages disagree. Rav said: The halakha is in accor- 
dance with the explanation of the first tanna, i.e., in accordance with 
Rabbi Yehuda’s explanation of the dispute between Beit Shammai and 
Beit Hillel, that they disagree with regard to one born circumcised. 
Since we rule in accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel, it is not 
necessary to drip covenantal blood froma child born circumcised. And 
Shmuel said: The halakha is in accordance with the explanation of 
Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar, that Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel do not 
disagree with regard to one born circumcised, and that everyone agrees 
that it is necessary to drip covenantal blood from him. 


The Gemara relates that to Rav Adda bar Ahava there was this child 
that was born circumcised, and the time for his circumcision was on 
Shabbat. He inquired after thirteen ritual circumcisors, but they re- 
fused to circumcise him, until ultimately, he circumcised his son himself 
and rendered him one with a severed urethra. He did not know how 
to perform a circumcision and made too deep an incision." Rav Adda 
bar Ahava said: I have it coming to me, i.e., I deserve to be punished, 
as I violated the ruling of Rav, who ruled that one born circumcised 
does not even need covenantal blood drawn. 


NOTES 


It is necessary to drip covenantal blood - ma D07.. yy: 
The primary discussion of the halakhot of circumcision appears in 
tractate Yevamot, including a discussion concerning the halakhot 
of circumcision of a convert. The early and late commentaries de- 
bated whether the essence of the mitzva of circumcision is for the 
person to remain without a foreskin or whether the essence of 
the mitzva is to perform the act of circumcision itself. Apparently, 
dripping blood from a child without a foreskin is a form of circum- 
cision and fulfills the mitzva. Nevertheless, the authorities dispute 
whether or not a blessing is recited over this act. With regard to 
converts, however, the consensus appears to be that the central 
act of conversion is the immersion in a ritual bath for the sake of 
conversion. 


Born after eight months - ming 7a: The Sages of the Gemara 
cited sources that allude to the notion that a child born after eight 
months of pregnancy cannot survive. Nevertheless, they provided 
clear physical signs that indicate whether or not a child was fully de- 


veloped. In later generations, the authorities ruled that the halakhot 
with regard to a child born after eight months apply only if there 
is absolute certainty that the child was indeed born after eight 
months. Some authorities state that since we lack the expertise to 
identify the physical signs described by the Sages, these halakhot 
cannot be applied. Rather, every newborn is treated equally: He is 
circumcised even on Shabbat, all of his needs are met, and Shabbat 
is desecrated to save his life (see Meri). 


The incident of Rav Adda bar Ahava - TAJN 33 KIX 31 TWYN: 
This incident is related in somewhat greater detail i in the Jerusalem 
Talmud, which cites divergent traditions with regard to the details 
of the incident. Some say that, in his ignorance, Rav Adda fatally 
wounded the child, while others say that after he saw what he 
had done to him, knowing that a male whose tubes have been 
severed cannot have children and is even prohibited to marry a 
Jew (Deuteronomy 23:2), Rav Adda prayed for mercy that the child 
should die of his own accord. 


HALAKHA 


From one who was born circumcised it is neces- 
sary to drip covenantal blood — bina NTO bi) 
ma 07 1327 pond sw: When a baby i is born 
circumcised, his circumcision involves dripping cov- 
enantal blood from him. This must be performed 
very carefully to avoid endangering him, based on 
the incident involving Rav Adda bar Ahava and the 
statements of Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar and Rabbi 
Eliezer HaKappar (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Mila 
1:7; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 263:4). 


A gentile who converted when he was already 
circumcised — ban inwa manaw a: When a cir- 
cumcised gentile converts to Judaism, a drop of 
covenantal blood is drawn from him. Then he im- 
merses in a ritual bath, as ruled by the geonim, the 
Ba'al Halakhot Gedolot, the Rif, and the Rambam. 
Some dispute this ruling (Rabbeinu Hananel). There 
are many opinions with regard to the rationale for 
this ruling. Some commentaries explain that based 
on the ruling of the later authorities, the halakha 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer 
HaKappar, that one must drip covenantal blood from 
a circumcised convert. Other authorities explain that 
it is based on the ruling in tractate Yevamot that a 
drop of covenantal blood is drawn from a circum- 
cised convert (see Kesef Mishne; Rambam Sefer Ahava, 
Hilkhot Mila 1:77 and Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 
14:5; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 268:1). 


Born after seven months...after eight months - ja 
931 Taw 73...7¥IwW: One may desecrate Shabbat to 
save the life of a ‘baby born after seven months of 
pregnancy. If the eighth day after his birth occurs on 
Shabbat, he is circumcised on Shabbat. However, it 
is assumed that a baby born after eight months can- 
not survive. Therefore, one may not move the baby 
on Shabbat; one may not desecrate Shabbat to save 
its life; and if the eighth day after his birth occurs on 
Shabbat, he is not circumcised on Shabbat. This rule 
refers to a baby whose hair and nails are not fully de- 
veloped. If the baby is fully developed, then Shabbat 
is desecrated on his behalf, as it is for any other child 
(Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Mila, 113-14; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 330:7-8 and Yoreh De‘a 266: and 
in the comment of the Rema). 


BACKGROUND 
Born after seven or eight months of pregnancy — a 
minw ya) YAW: During talmudic times, conventional 
wisdom was that a child born after eight months 
of pregnancy had no chance of survival, while a 
child born after seven months was more likely to 
survive. In modern medicine, there is no support for 
this distinction. Yet in practice, the Sages ruled that 
the determination is not based on the counting of 
the months of pregnancy. Rather, the physical signs 
of development, i.e., the nails and hair, are used to 
determine whether or not a child is potentially viable. 
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NOTES 


The dispute between Rabba and Rav Yosef - npibnin 
ap aN 727: The version in the Gemara corresponds 
with Rashi's version of the text: Rav Yosef sought to cite 
proof for his opinion by approximating what the first 
tanna, whose opinion Rabbi Eliezer HaKappar disputes, 
might have said, even though only part of that baraita 
remains extant and there is no way to ascertain with 
certainty what the first tanna said. According to the 
geonim, this first tanna is Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar, and 
Rabbi Eliezer HaKappar's statement constitutes a con- 
tinuation of the baraita that cited the dispute between 
Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Shimon. However, according 
to the variant reading of the majority of the geonim, it 
is not Rav Yosef who cites a proof from this source, but 
Rabba, who seeks to infer that the first tanna, Rabbi 
Shimon ben Elazar, is of the opinion that everyone 
agrees that one may not desecrate Shabbat for a child 
of that sort. Therefore, the entire discussion proceeds 
in a slightly different manner, as Rabbi Shimon ben 
Elazar did not explain his statement in this matter. Many 
commentaries considered this version and its rationale 
clearer (see Rashba and Ran). 


Come to teach us the reasoning of Beit Shammai — 
pened XIN NW VAT NAVD: There are exceptions 
to this principle, where the Gemara analyzes the opin- 

ion of Beit Shammai or reveals their opinion. However, 
there is typically a reason for the discussion, e.g., so 

that if this opinion appears unattributed, it would be 
identified and rejected (see Yad Malakhi). 
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Rav Nahman said to him: And did he not violate the ruling of Shmu- 
el? Say that Shmuel said that one is required to drip covenantal blood 

during the week, on Shabbat, did he say so? Certainly one does not 

desecrate Shabbat in that case. The Gemara explains that Rav Adda 

bar Ahava held differently, that in that case there is not merely a con- 
cern that perhaps there is a concealed foreskin. In that case, that there 

is definitely a concealed foreskin. Therefore, a form of circumcision 

must be performed on the child, and it overrides Shabbat. As it was 

stated that there is an amoraic dispute as to whether or not it is per- 
mitted to drip covenantal blood on Shabbat from a child born circum- 
cised. Rabba said: We are concerned lest there is a concealed fore- 
skin, and therefore there is uncertainty whether or not he is 

considered uncircumcised, and therefore it is prohibited to circum- 
cise him on Shabbat. Rav Yosef said: In that case, there is certainly 
a concealed foreskin and therefore, it is permitted to circumcise him 

even on Shabbat." 


Rav Yosef said: From where do I say this line of reasoning? As it was 

taught in a baraita: Rabbi Eliezer HaKappar says: There is a tradition 

that Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel did not disagree with regard to 

a child who was born circumcised, that one is required to drip 

covenantal blood from him. With regard to what did they disagree? 
With regard to whether or not to desecrate Shabbat on his behalf. 
Beit Shammai say: One desecrates Shabbat in order to circumcise 

him, and Beit Hillel say: One does not desecrate Shabbat in order 
to circumcise him. Rav Yosef concludes: Does this not prove by in- 
ference that the first tanna, whose opinion Rabbi Eliezer HaKappar 
disputes, holds that everyone agrees that one desecrates Shabbat on 

his behalf, and Rabbi Eliezer HaKappar disagrees and states that Beit 
Shammai and Beit Hillel dispute that very matter? 


The Gemara refutes this: And perhaps the first tanna is saying that 
everyone agrees that one may not desecrate Shabbat in that case, 
and Rabbi Eliezer HaKappar disagrees and holds that there is a dis- 
pute in this regard. The Gemara immediately rejects this assertion: If 
that is so, that Rabbi Eliezer HaKappar is coming to introduce an 
opinion that allows desecrating Shabbat to perform circumcision in 
this case, that is the opinion of Beit Shammai; did Rabbi Eliezer 
HaKappar come to teach us the reasoning of Beit Shammai?" Their 
opinion is rejected as halakha, and there would be no purpose in 
making a statement simply to explain the opinion of Beit Shammai. 
The Gemara answers that proof is not absolute; perhaps this is what 
he is saying: Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel did not disagree with 
regard to this matter of circumcision of a baby born circumcised on 
Shabbat. They disagree with regard to the requirement to drip cove- 
nantal blood on a weekday. 


Rabbi Asi stated a principle: Any child whose birth renders his 

mother ritually impure due to childbirth is circumcised at eight 

days; and any child whose birth does not render his mother ritually 
impure due to childbirth, e.g., the birth was not natural, but by cae- 
sarean section, is not necessarily circumcised at eight days. As it is 

stated: “If a woman bears seed and gives birth to a male, she shall 

be impure seven days ... and on the eighth day the flesh of his fore- 
skin shall be circumcised” (Leviticus 12:2-3). This verse draws a 

parallel between the two issues, indicating that only a child whose 

birth renders his mother impure is circumcised on the eighth day. 


Abaye said to him: The early generations, from Abraham through 
the revelation at Sinai, will prove that the principle is not valid, as the 
birth of a male during that era did not render his mother ritually 
impure due to childbirth, as the halakhot of the impurity of child- 
birth were commanded at Sinai, and nevertheless, the child was cir- 
cumcised at eight days, as stated in the Torah, in the book of Genesis. 


Rabbi Asi said to him: There is no proof from here, as when the Torah 
was later given, 
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halakha was introduced. No proof can be cited from the ob- 
servance of mitzvot prior to the revelation at Sinai. 


The Gemara asks: Is that so? Wasn’t it stated that there is a 

dispute with regard to this halakha? As it was taught with regard 

to a child born by caesarean section® and one who has two 

foreskins," Rav Huna and Rav Hiyya bar Rav disputed their 
status. One said: One desecrates Shabbat on his behalf and 

performs the circumcision; and one said: One does not des- 
ecrate Shabbat on his behalf. They only disagree with regard 

to whether or not it is permissible to desecrate Shabbat on his 

behalf; however, with regard to circumcising him at eight days, 
in principle, we certainly circumcise him, even though the 

birth ofa child by caesarean section does not render his mother 
ritually impure due to childbirth. The Gemara answers: The two 

disputes are interdependent. The one who holds that one des- 
ecrates Shabbat for this child’s circumcision also holds that one 

must circumcise him on the eighth day. The one who holds that 
one may not desecrate Shabbat for this child’s circumcision 
holds that one need not circumcise him on the eighth day. 


The Gemara comments: The issue of Rabbi Asi’s statement that 
the obligation to circumcise after eight days depends upon 
whether or not his birth renders his mother ritually impure due 
to childbirth is parallel to a tannaitic dispute, as we learned: 
There is a home-born child of a Canaanite maidservant born 
in a Jewish home, who has the legal status of a Canaanite slave 
and his Jewish owner is obligated to circumcise him, who is 
circumcised at the age of one day, i.e., immediately after birth; 
and there is ahome-born child circumcised at eight days. And 
there is a slave purchased in a money transaction who is cir- 
cumcised at one day, and there is a slave purchased in a mon- 
ey transaction who is circumcised at eight days. 


The baraita explains: How so? If a Jew purchased a pregnant 
maidservant and she then gave birth to a child while in his 
possession; that is a slave purchased in a money transaction 
who is circumcised at eight days, as the fetus was purchased 
along with the maidservant. If he purchased a maidservant 
who had already given birth and purchased her child along with 
her, he is obligated to circumcise the child as soon as the child 
enters his possession; this is a slave purchased in a money 
transaction, who is circumcised at one day. 


And likewise, there is a home-born child circumcised at eight 

days. How so? If he bought a maidservant and she became 

pregnant in his possession and gave birth; that is a home- 
born child circumcised at eight days. Rav Hama says there is 

a distinction: If the maidservant gave birth and he subsequent- 
ly had her immerse for the purpose of becoming a maidservant, 
that is a home-born child circumcised at one day. But ifhe had 

her immerse and she then gave birth; that is a home-born 

child circumcised at eight days. 


And the first tanna does not distinguish between whether he 
had her immerse and she then gave birth, or whether she gave 
birth and he then had her immerse. Apparently, even though 
the child’s birth does not render his mother ritually impure 
due to childbirth, as she is not obligated in mitzvot before im- 
mersing and she is not susceptible to ritual impurity of child- 
birth, he is circumcised at eight days. The dispute between 
Rabbi Hama and the first tanna revolves around the halakha 
stated by Rabbi Asi. 


BACKGROUND 


A child born by caesarean section — 517 xyi: In the time 
of the Gemara, these operations were not commonly per- 
formed on humans, but were occasionally performed to save 
a baby whose mother was about to die in childbirth. From 
the perspective of the halakha, a child who does not emerge 
through the opening of the womb has a somewhat different 
status, which affects certain halakhot pertaining to the date 
and time of birth. 


HALAKHA 

A child born by caesarean section and one who has two 
foreskins — may sw tb wow vm pata xyi: Both a child born 
by caesarean section and one who has two foreskins are cir- 
cumcised on the eighth day. However, one does not desecrate 
Shabbat for their circumcision; the circumcision is postponed 
until Sunday. The reason for this ruling is that the amoraim 
disputed the matter and no definitive conclusion was reached. 
Therefore, the ruling is stringent (Rif; Rambam Sefer Ahava, 
Hilkhot Mila 1:7, 11; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 262:3, 266710). 
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HALAKHA 


Home-born and purchased in a money transaction — 
2 Nap ma Th: If one purchased a pregnant maid- 
servant, and she accepted upon herself the obligations 
of a maidservant belonging to a Jew, when she gives 
birth, her child is circumcised at eight days. However, if 
one purchased a maidservant on the condition that he 
would not immerse her as a maidservant, or if one only 
purchased the fetus, the child is considered to have been 
purchased in a money transaction. Therefore, the child is 
circumcised on the first possible day after the transaction 
is completed, even if it is the day of his birth, as stated in 
the baraita according to the explanations of Rabbi Yirmeya 
and Rav Mesharshiya (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Mila 
1:4-5; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 2671). 


Any child that remains alive thirty days after birth - 
owa oP myw mwv Sp: When it is unclear if a child 

was born after a full-term pregnancy, the child loses the 

possible status of a stillborn after it lives for thirty days. If 
the infant then dies, the child is mourned by his family 
members. If the child's father is a priest, he is permitted to 

attend the funeral, in accordance with the opinion of Rab- 
ban Shimon ben Gamliel (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot 
Mila 113; Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Yibbum VaHalitza 1:22; Sefer 
Nezikin, Hilkhot Rotze‘ah UShmirat HaNefesh 2:6; and Sefer 
Shofetim, Hilkhot Evel 1:6; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 340:30, 
373:4 and Even HaEzer 156:4). 


A newborn animal that survives for eight days — naiaw 

mazaa o2: A newborn animal that has not yet lived for 
eight days is still considered potentially non-viable. There- 
fore, it is prohibited to partake of its flesh, due to concern 

for the prohibition to eat an unslaughtered animal, in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel 

(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 4:4). 
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With regard to the dispute between the tanna’‘im, Rava said: 

Granted, according to the opinion of Rabbi Hama, cases can be 

found of a home-born child circumcised at one day, a home- 
born child circumcised at eight days, a slave purchased in a 

money transaction circumcised at one day, and a slave pur- 
chased in a money transaction circumcised at eight days, in the 

following manner: If a maidservant gave birth and he subse- 
quently had her immerse, that is the case of ahome-born child 

circumcised at one day. Ifhe had her immerse and she then gave 

birth, that is the case of ahome-born child circumcised at eight 

days. 


Aslave purchased in a money transaction is circumcised at eight 

days in a case where a Jew purchased a pregnant maidservant 
and thereby paid for and purchased the fetus as well, and then had 
her immerse, and she then gave birth. A slave purchased in a 
money transaction is circumcised at one day in a case where that 
person purchased a maidservant, and that person, i.e., someone 
else, bought her fetus; since the owner of the fetus has no share 
in its mother, the child may be circumcised immediately after 
birth. 


However, according to the opinion of the first tanna, granted 
that all the cases can be found; however, how can the case of a 
home-born child circumcised at one day be found? 


Rabbi Yirmeya said: It can be found in the case of one who 
purchases a maidservant for the purpose of purchasing rights to 
her fetus without purchasing the maidservant herself. 


The Gemara asks: This works out well according to the opinion 
of the one who said that a transaction to purchase an item for its 
product is not a transaction to purchase the item itself, i.e., one 
who purchased a field for its fruit did not purchase the field itself. 
However, according to the opinion of the one who said that a 
transaction to purchase an item for its product is a transaction 
to purchase the item itself, what can be said, as he does not 
distinguish between the purchase of the maidservant herself and 
the purchase of the children that she bears? 


Rav Mesharshiya said: According to this opinion, it must ex- 
plained as referring to one who purchases a maidservant on 
condition that he will not have her immerse. They can stipulate 
that he will not have her immerse as a maidservant and that she 
will remain a gentile. In that case, the child is a slave born to a Jew, 
and the mitzva of circumcision is in effect immediately upon 


birth." 


The Gemara cites a related baraita where it was taught that Rab- 
ban Shimon ben Gamliel says: With regard to people, any child 
that remains alive thirty days after birth" is no longer suspected 
of being a stillborn, and is assumed to be a regular child who will 
go on living. Proof is cited from that which is stated with regard 
to the laws of redemption and valuations: “And their redemption, 
from a month old you shall redeem according to your valuation, 
five shekels of silver, according to the shekel of the Sanctuary; it 
is twenty gera” (Numbers 18:16), indicating that no value is as- 
cribed to an infant less than a month old, as its viability is uncer- 
tain. Likewise, a newborn animal that survives for eight days" is 
no longer suspected of being a stillborn, as it is stated: “When a 
bullock or a sheep or a goat is born, it shall be seven days under 
its mother; and from the eighth day and onward it may be ac- 
cepted for an offering made by fire to the Lord” (Leviticus 22:27). 


The Gemara asks: Is that to say by inference: If the child did not 
yet remain alive for thirty days, it is considered an uncertainty 
whether or not it is a stillborn with regard to several halakhot? 
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If so, with regard to circumcision, how can we circumcise him? Per- 
haps he is a stillborn and one may not desecrate Shabbat for his circum- 
cision. 


Rav Adda bar Ahava said: One may circumcise him whichever way 
you look at it, based on the following calculation: If he is a child who 
will live, the circumcisor may well circumcise the child, and if not, if 
the child is a stillborn and the circumcisor is merely cutting flesh, one 
who cuts the flesh of a corpse or the flesh of one with the legal status of 
a corpse is not considered to have made a wound, and therefore has not 
performed a prohibited labor. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: And however, with regard to that which 
was taught in a baraita: If there is uncertainty whether he was born 
after seven months of pregnancy," and uncertainty whether he was 
born after eight months, one does not desecrate Shabbat on his behalf 
and circumcise him. The Gemara asks: Why? Let us circumcise him 
on Shabbat, as whichever way you look at it, that is appropriate. Ifhe 
is a child that will live, the circumcisor may well circumcise the child, 
and if not, he is merely cutting the flesh of a corpse, which does not 
violate any Shabbat prohibitions. 


Mar, son of Ravina, said: Rav Nahumei bar Zekharya and I inter- 
preted this as follows: Indeed, as for circumcision itself, we do indeed 
circumcise that child even on Shabbat. It was only necessary to say 
that one does not desecrate Shabbat on his behalf with regard to the 
issue of preparing facilitators of circumcision on Shabbat, in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer that actions that facilitate 
circumcision at its appointed time override Shabbat. 


Abaye said: The issue of whether a child who has not yet survived 
thirty days from his birth is considered viable is parallel to a dispute 
between the tanna’im’ with regard to the interpretation of the verse: 

“And if any animal of which you may eat shall die, one who touches its 
carcass shall be impure until the evening” (Leviticus 11:39). The verse 
is interpreted as coming to include offspring of eight months. Large 
domesticated animals typically give birth after a gestation period of nine 
months. If an animal of that sort gives birth after eight months, its off- 
spring is deemed to be not viable and its slaughter does not purify it." 
Rather, it assumes the status of an unslaughtered animal, which is not 
only prohibited to be eaten, but also transmits ritual impurity to those 
who touch or move it. Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, and Rabbi 
Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, say: Its slaughter purifies it, and it does 
not assume unslaughtered animal status. 


What, is it not that this is the matter with regard to which they dis- 
agree? That this Master holds that the animal is considered alive and 
therefore its slaughter is effective, as is the case with regard to all pure 
animals, while this Master, the first tanna, holds that it is considered 
dead. 


Rava said: If so, instead of disagreeing over the issue of impurity and 
purity, let them disagree over the issue of eating, i.e., whether it is 
permitted to eat this offspring after it is slaughtered. Since they did not 
dispute this point, their disagreement must revolve around a different 
factor. 


NOTES 


Parallel to a dispute between the tanna‘im — »xan3: According 
to Rashi and the majority of the commentaries, Abaye applies the 
dispute between tanna'im to Rav Adda bar Ahava's statement. 
According to this interpretation, the tanna'im dispute whether 
the legal status of one who will not survive is that of a living 
person in certain respects or whether it is that of a dead person, 


in the sense that cutting his flesh would be tantamount to cutting 
meat. Other commetaries explain that the dispute between the 
tannaim is cited with regard to the statement of Rabban Shimon 
ben Gamliel, as they dispute whether the legal status of an animal 
less than eight days old or a human child less than a month old 
is that of a living or a or dead person(see Rashba). 


HALAKHA 


The circumcision of a child born after seven months — 
nya ja nom: A baby born after seven months of preg- 
nancy is circumcised even on Shabbat; the same is true 
of a baby with regard to whom there is uncertainty 
whether it was born after seven or after eight months 
(Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Mila 1:14; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 266:11 in the comment of the Rema). 


The slaughtering of a stillborn — bay nw: Slaugh- 
tering a stillborn or any animal fetus whose gestation 
was not full term does not prevent it from causing ritual 
impurity as an unslaughtered animal (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot She'ar Avot HaTumot 2:6). 
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HALAKHA 

The slaughtering of a tereifa - n9w NWN: 
When one slaughters an animal that will die within 
twelve months [tereifa], the slaughter is valid; al- 
though the animal may not be eaten, it does not 
cause the ritual impurity of an unslaughtered ani- 
mal [neveila] (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear 
Avot HaTumot 2:6). 


A calf that was born ona Festival - n'a thiw bay 
atv: A calf born on a Festival to an animal that was 
designated for eating may be slaughtered on that 
day if it is clear that its gestation was full term (Ram- 
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Yom Tov 2:1; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 498:5). 


A firstborn born blemished — ova bya tiw vja: 
Since the destruction of the Temple, the firstborn 
of a kosher animal may not be eaten unless it is 
blemished. A Sage may not examine it on a Festival 
to determine if it has a blemish that would permit 
it to be slaughtered. However, if the firstborn was 
born blemished, and the Sage violated the halakha 
and examined the blemish on a Festival and deter- 
mined that it was permanent, the animal may be 
slaughtered and eaten on the Festival (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Yom Tov 2:4; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 498:9). 


A baby that died within thirty days with regard 
to levirate marriage and halitza - pb nav piva 
msm pra» nain pay’ obw: Ifa man died child- 
less while his wife was pregnant, and she then gave 
birth to a child that lived for thirty days, the child ex- 
empts its mother and its father’s other wives from 
halitza and levirate marriage. However, if the infant 
died within thirty days, even if it died through an 
accident, it was not clearly demonstrated to have 
been viable. Therefore, although its mother may 
not be married in a levirate marriage, she must per- 
form halitza due to the uncertainty, in accordance 
with the Gemara’s final understanding of Abaye's 
statement (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Yibbum 

VaHalitza 1:5; Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 156:4). 


NOTES 


Have a period of fitness - Wian nyw ay mn: 
One rationale for this statement is that an animal 
that was once fit has a presumption of fitness, and 
a substantial reason is required to undermine that 
presumption. This is not true of a stillborn, with 
regard to whom no presumption of fitness was 
established and who is considered unfit from the 
outset. 


It yawned and died — m2) p79: Rabbeinu Zerahya 
HaLevi explains that the phrase yawned and 
died refers specifically to a case where the baby 
breathed a bit and immediately died. However, if 
it died as a result of illness, the baby is considered 
like one that fell from a roof and died accidentally. 
Other commentaries state that the phrase yawned 
and died is only a figure of speech, and if the baby 
died as a result of illness, we assume that its natu- 
rally weak constitution was the cause of its death 
(Rabbeinu Yona; see Meiri). 
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Rather, it must be that everyone agrees that it is considered dead, yet 
Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, and Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shi- 
mon, hold that it has the legal status like that of a tereifa, an animal with a 
condition that will cause it to die within twelve months. With regard to a 
tereifa, is it not that even though it is considered dead from the perspec- 
tive of halakha because there is no possibility of long-term survival, never- 
theless, if it is slaughtered, its slaughter purifies it?" It does not cause rit- 
ual impurity like an unslaughtered animal, even though it may not be 
eaten. Here too, it is no different. And the Rabbis, who do not accept this 
claim, say: It is not similar to a tereifa, since a tereifa had a period of fit- 
ness before it became a tereifa. However, this animal that was born after 
eight months of pregnancy did not ever have a period of fitness." 


And if you say: With regard to an animal that was a tereifa from the womb 
and was born in that condition, what is there to say? It too never had a 
period of fitness. There is a distinction between the cases. There, with re- 
gard to a tereifa, there is slaughter in its type; here, with regard to a still- 
born, there is no slaughter in its type, as there is no circumstance where 
slaughter of a stillborn animal is appropriate. 


A dilemma was raised before the Sages: Do the Rabbis disagree with 
Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel, who holds that any animal that survived for 
eight days after birth is presumed viable, or not? If you say that they dis- 
agree, the dilemma is: Is the halakha in accordance with his opinion, or 
is the halakha not in accordance with his opinion? 


Come and hear proof from that which we learned: With regard to a calf 
that was born ona Festival," one may slaughter it on the Festival. Appar- 
ently, Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel’s opinion is not accepted, and one need 
not wait eight days after the animal is born. The Gemara refutes this: With 
what are we dealing here? It is a case in which one is certain that its 
months of gestation were completed, and therefore, it is certainly not 
stillborn. 


Come and hear another proof from that which we learned: Rabbi Yehuda 
and Rabbi Shimon, who disagreed with regard to whether or not it is per- 
mitted to inspect firstborn animals for blemishes on a Festival, agree that 
ifa firstborn animal was born with its blemish," it is considered prepared 
for use on the Festival. It is not deemed set-aside and an expert may exam- 
ine it to determine whether or not it is a permanent blemish. Apparently, a 
firstborn animal may be slaughtered on the day of its birth. The Gemara 
refutes this proof as well: It is a case in which one is certain that its months 
of gestation were completed, and it is certainly not stillborn. 


Come and hear a solution to the dilemma, as Rav Yehuda said that Shmu- 
el said: The halakha in this matter is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel. Nonetheless, from the fact that the halakha 
was ruled in accordance with Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel, by inference, 
the Sages disagree with his ruling. The Gemara concludes: Indeed, con- 
clude from this the resolution to both dilemmas raised above. 


Abaye said: With regard to a baby less than thirty days old that fell off a 
roof or was eaten by a lion, everyone agrees that he is considered to have 
been alive; it was a viable baby that died in the accident. Where they dis- 
agree is in a case where the baby yawned, i.e., breathed momentarily after 
birth, and then immediately died." This Master, the Rabbis, hold: The 
baby is considered to have been living, since it was born alive; and this 
Master holds: It is considered to have been born dead until it lives amonth 
after its birth. 


What practical difference is there whether or not the baby is considered 
to have been alive? The difference is to exempt the child’s mother from 
levirate marriage. Ifa man died with no children, and his wife was pregnant 
and a viable child was born, the woman is exempt from levirate marriage; 
however, if the child was born dead, the man is considered to have died 
childless, and his widow is obligated in levirate marriage." 
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The Gemara raises a difficulty: Is that to say that if the child fell off a 
roof or was eaten by a lion, everyone agrees that it is considered to 
have been alive? Didn’t Rav Pappa and Rav Huna, son of Rav Ye- 
hoshua, happen to come to the house of the son of Rav Idi bar Avin, 
and he prepared for them a third-born calf" on the seventh day after 
its birth. And they said to him: Had you waited to slaughter it until 
the evening, we would have eaten from it. Now that you did not wait, 
we shall not eat from it." Apparently, if a calf is slaughtered before it 
was alive for eight days and definitely viable, suspicion that it is still- 
born remains; the same is true of a child who dies from an accident 
within thirty days of birth. 


Rather, Abaye’s statement must be reformulated: When the baby 
yawned and died, everyone agrees that it is considered to have been 
dead from the outset. Where they disagree is in a case when it fell off 
a roof or was eaten by a lion: This Master, Rabban Shimon ben Gam- 
liel, holds: It is considered to have been dead; and this Master holds 
that since it did not die on its own, it is considered to have been alive. 


The Gemara relates: A baby was born to the son of Rav Dimi bar 
Yosef. Within thirty days the baby died. He sat and mourned over 
him." His father, Rav Dimi bar Yosef, said to him: Are you mourning 
because you wish to partake of the delicacies fed to mourners? The 
halakha deems a child that dies before thirty days stillborn, and one 
does not mourn over it. He said to him: I am certain that its months 
of gestation were completed. 


The Gemara similarly relates that Rav Ashi happened to come to Rav 
Kahana’s house. A matter befell him, i.e., his child died within thirty 
days of its birth. Rav Ashi saw him and observed that he was sitting 
and mourning over him. He said to him: Doesn’t the Master hold 
in accordance with that which Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: 
The halakha is in accordance with Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel, that 
only a child who lived for thirty days is not considered stillborn? He 
said to him: I am certain that its months of gestation were completed 
and he is not to be considered a stillborn. 


It was stated that the Sages discussed the following question: What is 
the ruling in a case where a baby died within thirty days after birth, 
' leaving its mother a childless widow, and before they decided wheth- 
er or not she was obligated in levirate marriage, she stood and was 
betrothed to another? Ravina said in the name of Rava: 


If she is the wife of an Israelite," meaning she became betrothed to 
an Israelite, who may marry a woman who has undergone halitza, she 
performs halitza due to uncertainty. Given that the child may have 
been stillborn and therefore never considered alive, in which case she 
would be obligated to undergo levirate marriage or perform halitza, by 
performing halitza, she removes any doubt and can remain with her 
new husband. However, if she is the wife of a priest, she does not 
perform halitza, as if she were to perform halitza she would be pro- 
hibited to her husband the priest." Since there are those who hold that 
that the baby is considered alive from the moment of its birth, based 
on that opinion, she is exempt from performing halitza, after the fact. 


If she is the wife of an Israelite, etc. - 15) Sew Dx DN: If 
a man passed away without children and his wife was preg- 
nant, and she gave birth to a child who died within thirty 
days, and it was not clear whether or not the child was car- 
ried full term, the widow is rabbinically obligated to perform 
halitza. This is due to the possibility that the child was not 
viable. If she becomes betrothed to another man who is an 


HALAKHA 
Israelite, the brother of her late husband performs halitza with 
her, and she marries the man to whom she was betrothed. 
However, if she became betrothed to a priest, she does not 
perform halitza. This is in accordance with Ravina’s statement 
that Rava exempted a woman in that case from halitza (Ram- 
bam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Yibbum VaHalitza 2:21, Shulhan Arukh, 
Even HaEzer 164:7). 


NOTES 

A third-born calf - xan Kyy: A calf that is the 
third born to its mother is considered to be of choice 
quality, because its mother is fully matured, and the 
birth is less difficult and the calf is not injured during 
birth. Even calves born thereafter are not considered 
to be of comparable quality, because the mother has 
already begun to age. Consequently, the third calf is 
the choicest (geonim). 


HALAKHA 

Eating a newborn animal - maza th TP: A new- 
born animal that is known to have been carried to full 

term may be slaughtered immediately upon birth. If it 
not known whether the gestation was full term, it may 

be slaughtered from the night of the eighth day after 
its birth (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot 
Assurot 4:4; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 15:2). 


Mourning for a newborn baby - pixn by mbar: 
There is no halakhic obligation to mourn a baby that 
died within thirty days after its birth, because it has the 
status of a potential stillborn. However, if it can be es- 
tablished that the mother carried the child to full term, 
one mourns the baby, as indicated by the incidents 
related in the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot 
Evel1:6-7; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 374:8). 


NOTES 


Levirate marriage and halitza - ah ora»: The laws 
of levirate marriage and halitza appear in the Torah 
(Deuteronomy 28:5-10) and are articulated at length 
in tractate Yevamot, which is devoted to this topic. 
The basic concept is that if a man dies with no living 
descendants, his wife is obligated by a levirate bond 
o her husband's brother. The brother must either take 
her as a wife through levirate marriage, or sever the 
bond by means of the ceremony of halitza. As long 
as the levirate bond is intact, it is prohibited for her to 
marry a different man, and if she does so, as long as 
her marriage continues she is performing an ongo- 
ing transgression. Although the halakhot of levirate 
marriage and halitza are not like those of a regular 
marriage, and a woman who has undergone halitza 
is not prohibited to marry a priest by Torah law, the 
Sages decreed that the legal status of a woman who 
undergoes halitza is that of a divorcée, in the sense 
that it is prohibited for a priest to marry her. 
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NOTES 


Vows of valuation — p3: The laws of valuations appear in 
the Torah (Leviticus 27:1-8), and are detailed in tractate Arakhin. 
The basic concept of valuation refers to a situation where one 
donates his value to the Temple treasury. The Torah fixes certain 
values for each gender and age group. The consensus is that 
one who is not categorized as belonging to a particular gender 
has no specific, Torah-determined value, and the value of that 
person cannot be calculated by other means. Therefore, valu- 
ation to the Temple would be meaningless. 


A tumtum or a hermaphrodite - DiI) own: A tumtum 
and a hermaphrodite are classified together in regard to many 
issues, since they are neither male nor female. There is, however, 
a fundamental difference between them: A tumtum is a case 
of unresolved uncertainty, which can sometimes be resolved 
either way. A hermaphrodite, by contrast, might be an entity 
in and of itself, constituting a third, unique gender. 


BACKGROUND 


Tumtum — Byway: A tumtum is one whose external sexual 
organs are indeterminate, and it is unclear whether the person 
is male or female. In certain cases, the gender of the tumtum 
is later established, which is described in the language of the 
halakha as: A tumtum who was torn, revealing his gender, at 
which point this person is considered a full-fledged member 
of that gender. 


HALAKHA 
The valuations of a tumtum and a hermaphrodite - *>1 
DiM) DIA: The Torah established fixed amounts for 
the valuations of males and females, but there is no valuation 
whatsoever given for a tumtum or a hermaphrodite. When 
that type of person donates his value, no obligation is incurred 
(Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Arakhin 1:5). 


Perek XIX 
Daf 137 Amuda 


NOTES 

An unattributed Sifra generally reflects the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda - 77379 927 X90 ON: There is a talmudic tradition 
that unattributed mishnayot were formulated by and reflect 
the views of Rabbi Meir. Similar traditions exist with regard to 
other tannaitic works. The Sifra, also known as Torat Kohanim, 
the halakhic midrash on Leviticus, generally reflects the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehuda. 
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Rav Sherevya said in the name of Rava: Both this, the woman 
married to an Israelite, and that, the woman married to a priest, 
perform halitza, as the prohibition against marrying a woman 
not released from her bond of levirate marriage is a stringent one, 
and the fact that her husband is a priest is not taken into consid- 
eration. 


Ravina said to Rav Sherevya: In the evening Rava indeed said 
so, as you said; however, in the morning he retracted his state- 
ment, and that is what I cited. Rav Sherevya, however, did not 
accept this explanation, and said: Did you permit the wife of a 
priest without halitza, despite the fact that Rabban Shimon ben 
Gamliel deems the baby stillborn unless he survives to the age of 
thirty days? Since you have violated his ruling, may it be God’s 
will that you continue along this path and permit the eating of 
forbidden fat. 


We learned in the mishna that Rabbi Yehuda permits circumcis- 
ing a hermaphrodite on Shabbat. Rav Sheizvi said that Rav Hisda 
said: Not with regard to all matters did Rabbi Yehuda say that 
a hermaphrodite is considered a male; it was only with regard to 
circumcision, as if you say so, that the legal status of a hermaph- 
rodite is that of a male in every sense, then even with regard to 
vows of valuation,” he should be valuated. 


And from where do we derive that he is not valuated? As it was 

taught in the Sifra, the halakhic midrash on Leviticus, with regard 

to the verse: “Then your valuation shall be for the male from the 

age of twenty years until the age of sixty years, your valuation shall 

be fifty shekel of silver, after the shekel of the Sanctuary” (Leviti- 
cus 27:3). The Sages inferred: “The male” means the definite male 

but not a tumtum’? or a hermaphrodite." I might have thought 
that these shall not be valuated according to the valuation of a 

man, but shall be valuated according to the valuation of a wom- 
an. Therefore, the verse states: “The male,’ and in the following 
verse: “And if she is a female, then your valuation shall be thirty 
shekels” (Leviticus 27:4), indicating: Only a definite male or a 

definite female, but not a tumtum or a hermaphrodite," which 

are categorized as neither male nor female. 


And an unattributed halakha cited in the Sifra generally reflects 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda." 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: We too also learned in a mishna 

that Rabbi Yehuda does not consider a hermaphrodite to be a 
male in every sense. The Sages disagreed over sanctification of the 

waters of a purification offering, i.e, the placing of the ashes of the 

red heifer in potable, running spring water: Everyone is fit to 

sanctify the waters of a purification offering," except for a deaf- 
mute, an imbecile, and a minor. Rabbi Yehuda deems a minor 
fit, but deems a woman and a hermaphrodite unfit. Apparently, 
Rabbi Yehuda does not consider the legal status of a hermaphro- 
dite to be like that of a male. The Gemara concludes: Conclude 

from this. 


The sanctification of the waters of a purification of- 
fering — nen 9 witp: The sanctification of the wa- 
ters of a purification offering, i.e. the placing of the ashes 
of the red heifer in potable, running spring water, is valid 


HALAKHA 


if performed by any Jew, including a woman, apart from a 
deaf-mute, an imbecile, and a minor, in accordance with 
the view of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Para Aduma 6:2). 
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The Gemara asks: What is different about the halakhot of circumcision, 
with regard to which Rabbi Yehuda categorizes a hermaphrodite as a male 
in regard to its laws? The Gemara answers that it is due to the fact that it 
is written: “This is My covenant which you shall keep, between Me and 


you and your seed after you: Circumcise for yourselves every male” 


(Genesis 17:10), and he interprets the phrase “every male” as an amplifica- 
tion including anyone who could possibly be included in the category of 
a male." 


MI S HN A One who had two babies to circumcise, one of 


whom he needed to circumcise on the day after 
Shabbat, and one of whom he needed to circumcise on Shabbat, and 
he forgot and circumcised the one that should have been circumcised 
after Shabbat on Shabbat, he is liable to bring a sin-offering, because he 
performed the prohibited labor of causing a wound not in the framework 
of performing a mitzva, as no obligation yet exists to circumcise the child. 


If there were two babies, one to circumcise on Shabbat eve, and one to 
circumcise on Shabbat, and he forgot and circumcised the one that he 
should have circumcised on Shabbat eve on Shabbat, Rabbi Eliezer 
deems him liable to bring a sin-offering, as circumcision after its ap- 
pointed time does not override Shabbat. And Rabbi Yehoshua exempts 
him; since he intended to perform a mitzva, and despite his error in fact 
performed a mitzva, he is exempt from bringing a sin-offering. 


There is a dispute among the amora’im with re- 
GEMARA = 


gard to the correct version of our mishna, based 
on an early dispute of the tanna’im: Rav Huna teaches the first clause of 
the mishna as stating: Liable, whereas Rav Yehuda teaches the first clause 
as stating: Exempt. 


The Gemara explains: Rav Huna taught the first clause as stating: Liable, 
based on that which was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Shimon ben 
Elazar said: Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Yehoshua did not disagree with 
regard to one who had two babies, one to circumcise on Shabbat and 
one to circumcise after Shabbat, and he forgot and circumcised the 
one who should have been circumcised after Shabbat on Shabbat; in that 
case, everyone agrees that he is liable to bring a sin-offering. 


With regard to what did they disagree? With regard to one who had 
two babies, one to circumcise on Shabbat eve and one to circumcise 
on Shabbat, and he forgot and circumcised the one who should have 
been circumcised on Shabbat eve on Shabbat, as Rabbi Eliezer renders 
him liable to bring a sin-offering for this unwitting transgression, and 
Rabbi Yehoshua exempts him. 


And both of them only derived it from idolatry," where the Torah details 
the halakhot of bringing a sin-offering for an unwitting transgression. 
Rabbi Eliezer holds: The law of every unwitting transgression is like that 
of idolatry. Just as with regard to idolatry the Torah stated: Do not 
perform certain activities, and when one performs them unwittingly, he 
is liable to bring a sin-offering, here too it is no different, and since he 
transgressed the prohibition, he is liable to bring a sin-offering. 


And Rabbi Yehoshua holds: There, where the unwitting transgression 
was not performed in order to fulfill a mitzva, one is liable to bring a sin- 
offering. Here, his intention was to perform a mitzva, and one who unwit- 
tingly violates a prohibition in the course of attempting to fulfill a mitzva 
is exempt from bringing a sin-offering. This is according to the opinion 
of Rav Huna, based on the opinion of Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar. 


Rav Yehuda taught the first clause as stating: Exempt, based on that 
which was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Meir said: Rabbi Eliezer and 
Rabbi Yehoshua did not disagree" over one who had two babies to 
circumcise, one to circumcise on Shabbat eve and one to circumcise 
on Shabbat, and he forgot and circumcised the one who should have 
been circumcised on Shabbat eve on Shabbat; in that case, everyone 
agrees that he is exempt from bringing a sin-offering, as that circumcision 
fulfilled a mitzva. 


ublisher 


NOTES 


The meaning of male according to Rabbi 
Yehuda - 717 va 3 Mynwna: In the Jerusa- 
lem Talmud as well, Rabbi Yehuda considers a 
hermaphrodite to be male only with regard to 
circumcision. The explanation given there is that 
Rabbi Yehuda and the Rabbis disagree over the 
implication of the phrase “uncircumcised male” 
that appears in a different verse. The Rabbis un- 
derstood that the superfluous word “male” indi- 
cates that circumcision only applies to one who 
is indisputably male. Rabbi Yehuda understood 
that the word “uncircumcised” indicates that the 
mitzva applies to anyone who is uncircumcised. 


And both of them only derived it from idola- 
try - ay mtiaya by aed xb ows: The 
Sages hada tradition that the verses in Numbers 
(15:22-31) refer to the halakhot of the special 
sin-offering for unwitting idolatry. Neverthe- 
less, that passage is the source for many of the 
general halakhot of sin-offerings, and therefore 
analogies are made between other transgres- 
sions of Torah law and idolatry. 


HALAKHA 


Rabbi Yehuda taught the first clause as stat- 
ing exempt...Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Ye- 
hoshua did not disagree, etc. — 372 7797) 37 
nor ywin an rhe aN aon xb. sae: "fone 
had two babies to circumcise, one to circumcise 
on Shabbat, and one on Shabbat eve or after 
Shabbat, and he mistakenly circumcised them 
both on Shabbat, he is exempt from bringing 
a sin-offering. Since he is permitted, and even 
required, to override Shabbat in order to circum- 
cise one of them, his mistake is attributed to 
his preoccupation with the performance of the 
mitzva, and therefore he is exempt. The halakha 
is in accordance with the version of Rav Yehuda, 
since the baraita of the school of Rabbi Hiyya 
supports him, and Rabbi Yannai’s statement also 
explains this opinion (Kesef Mishne; Rambam 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 2:8). 
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With regard to what did they disagree? With regard to one 
who had two babies, one to circumcise after Shabbat and one 
to circumcise on Shabbat, and he forgot and circumcised the 
one who should have been circumcised after Shabbat on Shab- 
bat, as Rabbi Eliezer deems him liable to bring a sin-offering, 
and Rabbi Yehoshua exempts him. 


And the Gemara notes here too that both of them only derived 
it from idolatry. Rabbi Eliezer holds: The halakha of every 
unwitting transgression sin is like that of idolatry: Just as with 
regard to idolatry the Torah stated: Do not perform certain 
activities, and when one performs them unwittingly he is liable 
to bring a sin-offering, here too it is no different, and since he 
violated the prohibition, he is liable to bring a sin-offering. 


And Rabbi Yehoshua holds: There, with regard to idolatry, one 
is liable to bring a sin-offering when he performs the transgres- 
sion, because he is not preoccupied with the performance ofa 
mitzva. Here, he is preoccupied with the performance of a 
mitzva, and anyone who unwittingly transgresses a prohibition 
while preoccupied with a mitzva is exempt from bringing a sin- 
offering. 


Rabbi Hiyya taught another version of the same dispute be- 
tween the tanna’im: Rabbi Meir would say that Rabbi Eliezer 
and Rabbi Yehoshua did not disagree over one who had two 
babies, one to circumcise on Shabbat eve and one to circum- 
cise on Shabbat, and he forgot and circumcised the one who 
should have been circumcised on Shabbat eve on Shabbat; in 
that case, everyone agrees that he is liable to bring a sin-offering. 


With regard to what did they disagree? With regard to one 
who had two babies to circumcise, one to circumcise after 
Shabbat and one to circumcise on Shabbat, and he forgot and 
circumcised the one who should have been circumcised after 
Shabbat on Shabbat, Rabbi Eliezer deems him liable to bring 
a sin-offering, and Rabbi Yehoshua exempts him. 


The Gemara expresses surprise at this last version: Now, after all, 
in the latter clause, where he did not perform a mitzva, Rab- 
bi Yehoshua exempts him; in the first clause, where he per- 
formed a mitzva, does Rabbi Yehoshua deem him liable? 


In the school of Rabbi Yannai they say: The first clause of the 
baraita is referring to a unique situation, where the circumcisor 
first unwittingly circumcised the baby who should have been 
circumcised on Shabbat on Shabbat eve. In that case, Shabbat 
is not given to be overridden at all, since the baby who was 
supposed to be circumcised on Shabbat was already circum- 
cised. In the latter clause, however, the circumcision was per- 
formed in a situation where Shabbat is given to be overridden. 


Rav Ashi said to Rav Kahana that this explanation is difficult: 
In the first clause too, Shabbat is given to be overridden with 
regard to babies in general, as it is permitted to circumcise a 
baby whose eighth day occurs on Shabbat. He replied: That is 
indeed so; however, with regard to this person, Shabbat is not 
given to be overriden, as there is no longer any child who is 
supposed to be circumcised on Shabbat. Therefore, if he unwit- 
tingly performed a circumcision on Shabbat, he is not consid- 
ered to have unwittingly performed a transgression while preoc- 
cupied with the performance of a mitzva. 


MISHN yaaa a child is generally circum- 


cised at eight days, as the verse states: 
“And on the eighth day, the flesh of his foreskin shall be circum- 
cised” (Leviticus 12:3), nevertheless, at times he is circumcised 
at nine days, at times at ten days, at eleven days, and at twelve 
days, no earlier and no later. 
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How so? In his usual manner, a child is circumcised at eight days. If 
he was born at twilight" and it is therefore uncertain on which day 
he was born, he is circumcised at nine days," as his circumcision is 
postponed due to that uncertainty, as perhaps the eighth day from his 
birth has not yet arrived. If he was born at twilight on Shabbat eve, 
he is not circumcised on the following Shabbat, due to the uncer- 
tainty whether it is the eighth or ninth day since his birth, and only a 
circumcision definitely performed at the appointed time overrides 
Shabbat. Rather, he is circumcised on Sunday, and the result is that 
he is circumcised at ten days. 


If there was a Festival after that Shabbat, he is not circumcised on 
the Festival either, and he is circumcised at eleven days. And if that 
Shabbat was followed by two days of Rosh HaShana, the result is that 
he is circumcised at twelve days. 


The mishna states another halakha: With regard to a sick child, one 
does not circumcise him until he becomes healthy. 


GEMARA We learned in the mishna that one does not 
circumcise a sick baby until he becomes 
healthy. Shmuel said: A baby that was sick and had a high fever, and 


subsequently the fever left him," one gives him a full seven days to 
heal before circumcising him. 


With regard to this issue, a dilemma was raised before the Sages: Do 
we require, during the recovery period, to wait from the time the 
seven days begin to the exact same time seven days later, i.e., seven 
complete, twenty-four-hour periods, or is it enough to wait seven days 
without taking into account the time of day? 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a solution to this from that 
which the Sage Luda taught: The day of his healing is like the day 
of his birth. What, is it not that just as from the day of his birth we 
need not wait from the time he is born to the same time on the eighth 
day to circumcise him, so too, with regard to the day of his healing, 
we need not wait from the time he heals to the same time seven days 
later? 


The Gemara refutes this: No, the day of his healing is superior to the 
day of his birth. While from the day of his birth until circumcision 
we need not wait from time to time, from the day of his healing we 


need to wait seven complete days from time to time. 
These are the shreds of flesh that invalidate 


MI S HN the circumcision" if they are not cut. The es- 


sential element of circumcision is the removal of the flesh that covers 
most of the corona, and a child that was not circumcised in this 
manner is considered uncircumcised, and he does not eat teruma. 


And ifhe was properly circumcised but he was fleshy," and it appears 
as though he has not been properly circumcised, the circumcisor 
should correct it by circumcising more than necessary, to avoid the 
appearance of transgression, so he will not appear uncircumcised. 


If one circumcised but did not uncover" the flesh at the area of the 
circumcision by folding back the thin membrane beneath the fore- 
skin, it is as ifhe had not circumcised. 


G E M ARA Rabbi Avina said that Rabbi Yirmeya bar 

Abba said that Rav said: When the mishna 
said most of the corona, they meant the flesh that covers most of the 
height of the corona, as well as most of its circumference. 


NOTES 

Born at twilight — nivawa pad tou: It is ex- 
plained in the Jerusalem Talmud that a baby born 
at twilight cannot be circumcised eight days later 
at twilight, since it is impossible to approximate 
the same exact moment as the birth, as there is 
uncertainty with regard to each moment of twi- 
light as to whether it is considered day or night. 
Therefore, the circumcision must be postponed 
until the following day. 


HALAKHA 


A child is circumcised at eight days...at nine 
days, etc. — ^3) aywnd ninw? bia pp: The 
circumcision of a baby born at twilight might 
be postponed due to the sanctity of Shabbat 
and Festivals in the exile or the sanctity of Rosh 
HaShana for as many as twelve days after his birth 
(Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Mila 1:12; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De'a 266:8). 


The fever left him - man anydn: A baby that 
became physically ill is not circumcised until he 
regains his health. His circumcision is postponed 
seven complete days from the time he recovered 
from his illness (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot 
Mila x16; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 262:2). 


Shreds of flesh that invalidate the circumci- 
sion — aban DX pay py: After a circum- 
cision, if skin remains that covers most of the 
height of the corona, even in a single place, the 
circumcision is invalid. However, if only a small 
amount of skin is left and it does not cover most 
of the corona, it does not invalidate the circum- 
cision after the fact. Nevertheless, ab initio, it is 
fitting to circumcise the infant completely (Ram- 
bam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Mila 2:3; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh Dea 264:5). 


A fleshy baby - wa bya piva: A fleshy baby that 
looks as though he has not been circumcised is 
examined. If he appears circumcised when his 
penis is erect, there is no need to circumcise him 
again, but his skin is pulled back and held in place. 
However, if he does not appear to be circumcised 
when his penis is erect, the infant is circumcised 
a second time in order to avoid the appearance 
of being uncircumcised (Rambam Sefer Ahava, 
Hilkhot Mila 2:5; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 264:6). 


HALAKHA 
Circumcised but did not uncover - y18 xy bn: 
After the foreskin is removed, the area must be 
uncovered by removing the membrane under 
the foreskin. If this was not done, the circumci- 
sion is invalid (Shu/han Arukh, Yoreh De'a 264:4). 
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NOTES 


He appears circumcised but does not appear fully 
circumcised — AY 1981 TRL: In other words, the 
difference between the mishna and the baraita is 
not simply a matter of formulation. Rather, there is 
a practical difference: Is it necessary to examine the 
child to make certain that he is clearly circumcised, 
or is it enough to ascertain that he does not appear 
uncircumcised? Although there is no difference be- 
tween the two opinions in ordinary cases, there are 
ramifications in borderline cases. 


The one who recites the additional blessing says - 
‘wai JIT: The one who recites the blessing is a 
designated individual, whether the person who per- 
formed the circumcision or any other person, who 
holds a cup of wine in his hand and recites an addi- 
tional blessing over the circumcision. Some authori- 
ties explain that the rationale for the second blessing 
is that since this mitzva was already fulfilled by the 
Patriarchs, the Sages instituted a special blessing in 
their honor (Tosefot Rid). 


Made the beloved one holy from the womb — wp 
jar TP: See Tosafot, who explain that this blessing 
alludes to all of the Patriarchs. Some commentaries 
understand that Rashi says this entire blessing refers 
only to Isaac, because he was the first to be circum- 
cised at eight days. Isaac is described as beloved in 
the verse “Your son...whom you love” (Genesis 22:2; 
Meiri). There is also a dispute over the word tzadi, vav, 
heh that appears in this blessing: Some commentaries 
explain that it should be pronounced tzavei, and itis a 
request that God save us from the punishments of Ge- 
henna. That reading appeared in many prayer books. 
The geonim and others, however, read it as tziva, past 
tense in praise for an event that already took place. 


To circumcise and drip covenantal blood — band 
ma ot ponh: Some commentaries explain that 
dripping blood is mentioned in the blessing because 
there are converts who enter the covenant already 
circumcised. Other authorities suggest that it comes 
to remind the convert, a mature adult, of the value 
and significance of the covenant as he sees his blood 
dripping (Rabbeinu Zerahya HaLevi). Alternatively, 
while the sanctity of the Jewish people begins in the 
womb, the sanctity of a convert begins with the drip 
of the blood of the covenant (see Meiri). 


HALAKHA 

The blessings upon circumcision — aban maJ: 

The person performing the circumcision recites the 

blessing: Concerning circumcision, and the father of 
he circumcised child recites the blessing: To bring 

him into the covenant of Abraham, our father. If the 

ather is absent or is unable to recite the blessing, the 

custom is for the one who holds the baby to do so. 
The custom is to recite a blessing over the wine and 

hen to recite: Who made the beloved one holy... 
who establishes the covenant (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 

De‘a 265). 


Circumcision of converts - D33 nbn: One who 
circumcises converts recites the blessing: To circum- 
cise converts, and then recites the blessing: Who has 
made us holy...to circumcise. ..were it not for the 
blood of the covenant...Who establishes the cov- 
enant (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 268:5). 


Circumcision of slaves — otay npn: One who 
circumcises a slave recites the blessing: Who has 
made us holy. ..to circumcise slaves, and then adds 
the blessing: Who has made us holy. ..to circumcise 
slaves...Who establishes the covenant, as stated by 
the Gemara, in accordance with the reading of the Rif 
(Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 267:12). 
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We learned in the mishna: If the baby was fleshy, the circumcisor 
corrects the circumcision so that it will not appear uncircumcised. 
Shmuel said: A child who is encumbered with flesh, one exam- 
ines him, and as long as when his limb hardens he looks circum- 
cised, one need not circumcise him again. And ifnot, meaning he 
does not appear circumcised even then, one must circumcise him 
again. 


It was taught in a baraita that Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel 
says: A child who is encumbered with flesh, one examines him, 
and as long as when it hardens it does not appear circumcised, 
one needs to circumcise him again, and if not, one need not 
circumcise him again. 


The Gemara asks: What is the practical difference between these 
two formulations? The Gemara answers: There is a practical differ- 
ence between them in a case where he appears circumcised but 
does not appear fully circumcised." According to Shmuel, in order 
to avoid an additional circumcision, one must appear fully circum- 
cised, and this state is insufficient. According to Rabban Shimon 
ben Gamliel, only one who appears uncircumcised requires further 
circumcision; this partial circumcision is adequate. 


We learned in the mishna: If he circumcised a child but did not 
uncover the area of the circumcision, it is as ifhe did not circumcise 
him. The Sages taught in a Tosefta that one who circumcises a 
child recites: Who has made us holy through His command- 
ments, and commanded us concerning circumcision. The father 
of the circumcised child recites: Who has made us holy through 
His commandments, and commanded us to bring him into the 
covenant of Abraham, our father. Those standing there recite: 
Just as he has entered into the covenant, so may he enter into 
Torah, marriage, and good deeds. 


And the one who recites the additional blessing says:" Who made 
the beloved one holy from the womb," marked the decree in his 
flesh, and gave his descendants the seal and the sign of the holy 
covenant. Therefore, as a reward for this, the living God, our 
Portion, commanded to deliver the beloved of our flesh from 
destruction, for the sake of His covenant that He set in our flesh. 
Blessed are You, Lord, Who establishes the covenant." 


One who circumcises converts" says: Blessed are You, Lord, our 
God, King of the universe, Who made us holy with His com- 
mandments, and commanded us concerning circumcision. And 

the one who recites the additional blessing recites: Who has 

made us holy with His commandments, and commanded us to 

circumcise converts, and to drip from them covenantal blood," 

as were it not for the blood of the covenant, the heaven and earth 

would not be sustained, as it is stated: “If My covenant would 

not be with day and night, the ordinances of heaven and earth I 
would not have placed” (Jeremiah 33:25), which is interpreted to 

mean that were it not for the covenant of circumcision that is man- 
ifest both day and night, the world would cease to exist. He con- 
cludes the blessing with the phrase: Blessed are You, Lord, Who 

establishes the covenant. 


When a Jew buys a Canaanite slave, he is obligated to circumcise 

the slave," as the slave is partially entering the covenant of the Jew- 
ish people. One who circumcises slaves recites a blessing similar 

to those mentioned above: Who made us holy with His com- 
mandments, and commanded us to circumcise slaves, and to 

drip from them covenantal blood, as were it not for the blood of 
the covenant the heaven and earth would not be sustained, as it 

is stated: “If My covenant would not be with day and night, the 

ordinances of heaven and earth I would not have placed” 
(Jeremiah 33:25). Blessed are You, Lord, Who establishes the 

covenant. 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


This chapter thoroughly examined all topics related to circumcision on Shabbat or a 
festival. Most of the remaining laws of circumcision are discussed in tractate Yevamot. 


The Sages established that only the mitzvot of circumcision and the concomitant 
obligatory sacrifices override Shabbat. They also decided that only the mitzva of 
circumcision itself overrides Shabbat, whereas preparations and acts that facilitate 
its performance do not, even if this means that the circumcision will have to be de- 
layed to another day. Similarly, they determined that circumcision must be delayed 
until after Shabbat in any case of doubt, such as uncertainty as to the baby’s sex or as 
to whether the baby was born during the day or at night. A different kind of uncer- 
tainty arises in the unusual case of one who is born circumcised; the Sages agreed 
that drawing a drop of blood is part of the mitzva of circumcision and it therefore 
overrides Shabbat. 


In contrast to the limitations regarding the circumstances in which circumcision 
overrides Shabbat, we also saw in this chapter how broadly circumcision overrides 
Shabbat once it is permitted. First, the mohel may perform the mitzva with all its 
components, and he is not limited to those components which are absolutely es- 
sential for fulfilling the mitzva by Torah law. Furthermore, even if a person intended 
to fulfill the mitzva of circumcision on Shabbat, and he unwittingly performed a pro- 
hibited labor without ultimately fulfilling the mitzva, he is not treated as others who 
unwittingly transgress. He is considered a person who unwittingly transgressed due 
to preoccupation with a mitzva, and he is therefore exempt from the punishments 
which generally apply to others who unwittingly transgress on Shabbat. 


Summary of 
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This chapter addresses a variety of issues related to rabbinical prohibitions on food 
preparation on Shabbat: Is it permitted to suspend a wine strainer on Shabbat, what 
food may one strain and how may he do it, and other questions related to food prepa- 
ration for humans as well as the handling of hay and other types of animal feed. The 
chapter clarifies the various details of the prohibited labors that may be relevant to 
these activities. However, this connection is merely external and associative and ex- 
plains only the reason why these different topics have been combined in one chapter. 
On the other hand, this chapter, as those that precede and follow it, addresses a range 
of fundamental halakhic problems. 


One of these problems addressed here is a continuation of the laws of building on 
Shabbat. Chapter Twelve was devoted to the laws of building a permanent structure, 
which is prohibited by Torah law. This chapter, on the other hand, discusses addi- 
tional aspects of the labor of building, based upon an expanded definition of the labor 
that includes erecting a tent. This broadened definition includes the construction of 
any building or even the combination of different parts into any whole which could 
in any way be considered a structure. The construction of a tent can also mean com- 
bining parts of utensils or even attaching different fabrics together. 


Another topic addressed in this chapter is food preparation. The Torah forbade 
performing any of the prohibited labors on Shabbat even for the purpose of food 
preparation. This chapter examines at length various methods of food preparation to 
determine if they are permitted or if they constitute a violation of Torah law or rab- 
binic law, and establishes guidelines and boundaries for making these determinations. 


Introduction to 
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bbi Eli :0 dand 
MI S H NA Rabbi Eliezer says: One may apan an 


stretch over a base the strainer’ through 
which sediment is filtered from wine, on a Festival. And one may 
place wine through a strainer that was already suspended the day 
before; however, one may not suspend the strainer on Shabbat. And 
the Rabbis say: One may not suspend the strainer on a Festival, 
and one may not place wine for filtering through a suspended 
strainer on Shabbat; however, one may place wine through a 
suspended strainer™ on a Festival. 


GE M ARA The Gemara raises a difficulty with regard 

to Rabbi Eliezer’s position: Now, Rabbi 
Eliezer holds that we may not even add to a temporary tent on 
Shabbat; could it be that to make a tent is permitted ab initio? 


Stretching a strainer over a base, which Rabbi Eliezer permits, is 
comparable to making a tent. 


The Gemara explains the question: What is this opinion of Rabbi 

Eliezer’s? As we learned in a mishna: With regard to a window 

shutter used to cover a skylight, Rabbi Eliezer says: When it is tied 

to and hanging from the window, i.e., it is not touching the ground, 
one may shutter the window with it, and ifnot, one may not shut- 
ter the window with it. And the Rabbis say: Both in this case and 

in that case one may shutter with it. 


And Rabba bar bar Hana said that Rabbi Yohanan said: Everyone 

agrees that one may not construct a temporary tent on a Festival 

for the first time, and needless to say, one may not do so on Shab- 
bat. The tanna’im disagree only with regard to adding to an existing 
tent,as Rabbi Eliezer says: One may not add to an existing struc- 
ture on a Festival, and needless to say, one may not do so on 

Shabbat. And the Rabbis say: One may add to the temporary 
structure on Shabbat, and needless to say, one may do so ona 

Festival. 


The Gemara answers: Rabbi Eliezer indeed holds that the suspension 
ofa strainer constitutes a prohibited labor. However, Rabbi Eliezer 
holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda with regard 
to actions that facilitate preparation of food on a Festival, as it was 
taught in a baraita: The only difference between a Festival and 
Shabbat is with regard to the preparation of food alone. It is permit- 
ted to perform labors for the purpose of food preparation on a Fes- 
tival, but not on Shabbat. Rabbi Yehuda permits even actions that 
facilitate food preparation on a Festival, e.g., fixing utensils with 
which food is prepared on the Festival. Similarly, Rabbi Eliezer per- 
mits the suspension ofa strainer, which would otherwise constitute 
a prohibited labor, in order to prepare wine for use on the Festival. 


The Gemara asks: Say that we heard that Rabbi Yehuda permits 
labors that are otherwise prohibited if they pertain to actions that 
facilitate food preparation that cannot be performed on the eve 
of the Festival; however, with regard to actions that facilitate food 
preparation that can be performed on the eve of the Festival, did 
you hear that he permits doing so? 


The Gemara answers: The leniency of Rabbi Eliezer exceeds that 
of Rabbi Yehuda. Unlike Rabbi Yehuda, Rabbi Eliezer does not 
distinguish between actions that facilitate food preparation that can 
and those that cannot be performed on the eve of the Festival. 


We learned in the mishna: And the Rabbis say: One may not sus- 
pend the strainer on a Festival. A dilemma was raised before the 
Sages: If he suspended a strainer unwittingly, what is the halakha? 
Rav Yosef said: If he suspended it, he is liable to bring a sin- 
offering, like anyone who unwittingly performs a labor prohibited 
by Torah law on Shabbat. 


BACKGROUND 
Strainer — NYAN: In talmudic times, a strainer con- 
sisted of a rim with a handle above it. Straining was 
accomplished by fabric that was stretched over the 
rim of the container and tied at the bottom. 


Strainer used in talmudic times 


NOTES 
Suspending a strainer - nvawia mn: In the Jeru- 
salem Talmud it is stated that if a new strainer is sus- 
pended, one is also liable for completing production 
of a vessel, since he renders it fit for use. 


HALAKHA 

Suspending a strainer of wine - »» nyawa mn: On 
Shabbat or a Festival, it is prohibited to stretch a cloth 
strainer over a base in order to filter sediment from 
wine. One who does so performs the prohibited labor 
of making a tent. On Shabbat, it is also prohibited to 
place wine with sediment into a strainer that was 
suspended before Shabbat. However, it is permit- 
ted to do so on a Festival, in accordance with the 
opinion of the Rabbis (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
315:9, 319:9, 510:4). 
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Perek XX 
Daf138 Amuda 


LANGUAGE 


Teraskal chair - Spprw Nba: From the Greek tpiokeàńg, 
triskelés, meaning a three- -legged chair. Teraskal has 
a different meaning here than it does in other places 
in the Talmud. 


BACKGROUND 
Toilet - xbox: The toilet was typically a metal frame 
over which they would stretch out a leather hide with 
a hole. 


Stone toilets from the talmudic period 
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Abaye said to him: But if that is so, that an action of that sort constitutes 
performance of the prohibited labor of building by Torah law, then if 
one suspended a jug on a peg, is he also liable for building a tent? 


Rather, Abaye said: It is a rabbinic decree issued so that one will not 
conduct himself on Shabbat in the manner that he conducts himself 
during the week." 


Abaye would consolidate the principles of the baraitot pertaining to 
the construction of a tent on Shabbat and teach: With regard to a large 
wineskin, a wine strainer," a canopy hung over a bed, and a folding 
chair whose cover is detached from its legs, one may not assemble 
them due to the prohibition against making a temporary tent. If one 
did so unwittingly, he is exempt by Torah law from bringing a sin- 
offering, but it is prohibited by rabbinic decree. With regard to perma- 
nent tents," one may not make them, and if he did so, he is liable to 
bring a sin-offering for performing the prohibited labor of building. 
However, with regard to a bed, and a folding chair [ teraskal]" whose 
cover is attached to its legs, and a collapsible toilet,’ it is permissible 
to open them ab initio, since they are prepared for use from before 
Shabbat. 


We also learned in the mishna: One may not place wine for filtering 
even into a suspended strainer on Shabbat. A dilemma was raised 
before the Sages: If one strained wine, what is the halakha? Rav Ka- 
hana said: If one strained wine, he is liable to bring a sin-offering. 


Rav Sheshet strongly objects to this: Is there something for which 
the Rabbis render one liable to bring a sin-offering’ and Rabbi 
Eliezer permits its performance ab initio? Extreme differences of opin- 
ion of that kind are rarely found in one mishna. 


Rav Yosef strongly objects to this question: Why not? Isn’t there an 
analogous dispute with regard to a woman who wears a city of gold 
ornament from one domain to another on Shabbat, as Rabbi Meir 
renders her liable to bring a sin-offering, and Rabbi Eliezer permits 
it even ab initio? 


NOTES 


That one will not conduct himself on Shabbat in the manner 
that he conducts himself during the week - 713 THY» Kow 
bina mbiy xTw: According to the Ramban, Abaye rules that 
suspending a strainer violates the rabbinic prohibition against 
constructing a tent. It is permitted to do so for pomegranates 
(139b, p. 322), because the strainer need not be firmly suspended 
for the pomegranates. Since the strainer is suspended in an atypi- 
cal manner, the rabbinic decree was not issued for that case. Rab- 
beinu Yona explains that a tent is defined as anything constructed 
to cover the space beneath it. When one places pomegranates 
ona strainer, he does not utilize the space underneath the fabric. 
Therefore, the strainer does not function as a tent at all. 


A large wineskin, a wine strainer, etc. — 131 AYAWAN Tat: It is 
prohibited to suspend a canopy, a strainer, and the like in their 
usual manner on Shabbat. Rather, one should spread them in an 
unusual manner. For instance, one should first attach the upper 
section and only then attach the lower section. One who sus- 
pended a canopy in its usual manner is exempt from bringing a 
sin-offering; however, it is prohibited by rabbinic law. This ruling is 
in accordance with the opinion of Abaye (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 21:17, 22:28; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 315:3). 


Permanent tents - yap Dane: One who establishes a perma- 


HALAKHA 


Is there something for which the Rabbis render one liable to 
bring a sin- offering, etc. = 15) DKON YM DTT 1 NDN 172: 
This question stems from the Talmud’ obj ective throughout to 
minimize the scope of disputes. It is difficult to assume that one 
Sage would render one liable by Torah law while the other would 
rule the act entirely permitted. In cases like that, the position of 
one of the disputants is usually emended in order to render the 
opinions more compatible. Other commentaries explain that this 
type of question arises only in cases where the Rabbis rule one 
liable and an individual Sage disagrees with them and rules one 
entirely exempt. In other cases, the Gemara is not troubled by 
disputes of this kind (Rashba). 


nent tent on Shabbat is liable to bring a sin-offering for having 
performed the prohibited labor of building. A temporary tent is 
prohibited by rabbinic decree, in accordance with the opinion of 
Abaye (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 22:27). 


Folding beds and chairs - pyspna MIRDI Mw: It is permitted 
to open folding beds and chairs on Shabbat ab initio because they 
were already attached and completed entities before Shabbat. 
This ruling is in accordance with the opinion of Abaye (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 22:28; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
315:5). 
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Whatis that dispute? As it was taught in a baraita: A woman may 
not go out into the public domain on Shabbat with a city of gold 
ornament. And if she did go out with it into the public domain, 
she is liable to bring a sin-offering; this is the statement of 
Rabbi Meir. And the Rabbis say: She may not go out with it ab 
initio, and if she went out, she is exempt. And Rabbi Eliezer 
says: A woman may go out with a city of gold ornament ab ini- 
tio. Apparently, there is precedent for a dispute in which one 
opinion maintains that an action incurs liability to bring a sin- 
offering, while another opinion rules that it is permitted ab initio. 


Abaye said to Rav Yosef: Do you hold that Rabbi Eliezer is relat- 
ing to the statement of Rabbi Meir, who said that she is liable 
to bring a sin-offering? He is relating to the statement of the 
Rabbis, who said one is exempt but it is prohibited, and he said 
to them that he holds that it is permitted ab initio. Had there not 
been the intermediate opinion of the Rabbis, an argument with 
such extreme opinions would not have been possible. 


The Gemara asks: One is liable to bring a sin-offering for straining. 
Due to performance of what category of prohibited labor do we 
forewarn him? Rabba said: It is for the category of selecting, as 
one is selecting the wine from the sediment. Rabbi Zeira said: It 
is for the category of sifting," as straining is similar to sifting flour 
in a sifter, which is a form of selecting. 


Rabba said: According to my opinion, it is reasonable. What 
is the manner of one who selects? He takes the food and leaves 
the refuse; here too, when straining wine, one takes the food 
and leaves the refuse. 


Rabbi Zeira said: According to my opinion, that this is not 
typical selection but rather a specific type of selection, it is rea- 
sonable, as what is the manner of sifting? The refuse remains 
atop the sifter and the food is below. Here too, when straining 
wine, the refuse remains atop the strainer and the food is below. 


Rami bar Yehezkel taught: With regard to a doubled cloak," 

one may not make a covering on Shabbat by taking the cloak and 

placing it over a rope and extending the two sides in order to form 

something similar to a canopy beneath which one could lie 

(ge onim; Rif). And if one made it, he is exempt from bringing a 

sin-offering by Torah law, but it is prohibited by rabbinic decree. 
If there was a string or a cord wrapped around it before Shabbat, 
and the cloak was attached to the string while folded, it is permit- 
ted to spread it and stretch it ab initio. 


On a related issue, Rav Kahana raised a dilemma before Rav: 
In the case of a canopy, what is the halakha? Is it permitted to 
spread it on Shabbat? He said to him: Even a bed is prohibited. 
Rav Kahana asked: With regard to a bed, what is the halakha? He 
said to him: Even a canopy is permitted. Rav Kahana again 
asked: In the case ofa bed and a canopy, what is the halakha? He 
said to him: A canopy is prohibited, and a bed is permitted." 


The Gemara comments: And this is not difficult, as the respons- 
es do not in fact contradict one another. Rather, when he said: 
Even a bed is prohibited, this is referring to folding beds like 
those of the Carmanians.® Unfolding them is considered like 
making a tent. When he said: Even a canopy is permitted, this 
is referring to spreading the canopy in the manner explained by 
Rami bar Yehezkel. The canopy was bound by a string from 
before Shabbat. When he said: A canopy is prohibited, and a 
bed is permitted, this is referring to beds and canopies like ours, 
which do not fold. A bed of that kind involves no building. How- 
ever, spreading canopies is performed in a manner similar to 
constructing a tent. 


NOTES 

For the category of selecting. ..for the category of 
sifting — 1p Own... Wa OW: Rashi, along with 
other commentaries, explains that these two opin- 
ions are not mutually exclusive. Rather, both Sages 
agree that if one was forewarned against straining lest 
he perform the other category of labor, the warning 
is valid (Rambam). Other commentaries assert that 
these opinions indeed differ. According to Rabba, if 
one who was warned not to sift failed to heed the 
warning and strained, he is exempt from punishment 
because he may have not taken the warning seriously, 
due to the disparity between the warning and his ac- 
tion (Josafot). In the Jerusalem Talmud, both of these 
opinions are rejected. The opinion of Rav Sheshet, that 
there is a separate, rabbinic prohibition applicable to 
straining, is adopted. 


Doubled cloak — TaD mv: Some of the geonim 
and the Rosh explain that this is a cloak suspended 
in a corner between two walls to provide cover so 
one can sleep. 


Rav’s answers to Rav Kahana — 3713 ab nmw: 
This series of questions and answers seems quite un- 
usual. See Tosafot, who explain it. Tosafot elsewhere 
explain that these three questions were not asked at 
the same time. Rather, each was posed on a different 
occasion, in reference to a different case. 


HALAKHA 
Doubled cloak - m12 nby: On Shabbat, it is per- 
mitted to spread a cloak that was folded, placed on 
a pole, or suspended on strings before Shabbat, in 
accordance with the opinion of Rami bar Yehezkel, as 
explained by the Rif (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 22:29; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 315:10). 


BACKGROUND 
Carmanians — »x327p: The Carmanians were the in- 
habitants of the province of Carmania, northeast of 
Persia. The ancient name of the province, Carmania, 
remains in use even today, as it is now known as the 
Kerman province of Iran (geonim; Arukh). 


bpp: PEREK XX-138A 315 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


NOTES 
Curtain - in: Some commentaries explain, as Rashi does 
elsewhere, that a curtain may be spread because it is neither 
a fixed structure nor an actual tent. Other authorities state 
that spreading a curtain is not considered building, because 
the curtain is not intended to serve as a partition. It is spread 
for privacy (Meiri). 


HALAKHA 
Curtain - in: It is permitted to spread and open a curtain 
on Shabbat. It does not constitute a tent, as stated by Rav 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 31510). 


Perek XX 
Daf138 Amudb 


NOTES §—W¥ 
A bridegroom's canopy - yy nya: Some question how is 
it possible for a canopy to satisfy all the conditions stipulated 
by Rav Sheshet, son of Rav Idi (Josafot). The variant reading of 
Tosafot and the Rambam omits the statement that inclines of 
ents are considered tents. Rashi comments that the bride- 
groom's canopy was not designated for sleeping. Rather, it 
was a tall, narrow canopy that served decorative purposes. In 
ractate Firuvin, Rashi explains that the bridegroom's canopy 
consisted of several small canopies, each of which satisfied 
he conditions stipulated with regard to a canopy. 


HALAKHA 


A bridegroom's canopy - Danm nyo: On Shabbat, it is 
permitted to assemble and dismantle a bridegroom's canopy 
whose roof is less than a handbreadth wide and that does 
not reach the width of a handbreadth within three hand- 
breadths of its roof. The reason it is permitted is that it is pre- 
pared for use, which the Magen Avraham interprets to mean 
designated for this purpose from before Shabbat. However, 
if it was not prepared for use, it is prohibited to spread the 
canopy on Shabbat (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shab- 
bat 22:30; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 315:11). 


It is prohibited to wear a felt hat — WX 7IKD: It is pro- 
hibited on Shabbat to wear a hat with a brim that is a hand- 
breadth wide and is firm (Magen Avraham), even inside a 
house, because this act constitutes establishing a tent. The 
later commentaries discussed at length the hats worn in 
their times, some of which had brims that were wider than 
a handbreadth, and they raised several rationales to justify 
leniency in places where it was customary to wear them 
(see Taz; Magen Avraham; Beer Heitev; and others; Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 22:31; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 301:40). 
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Rav Yosef said: I saw the canopies of the house of Rav Huna that 
were spread out in the evening, and in the morning they were 
cast off and lying on the ground. This indicates that it is permitted 
to dismantle and spread them on Shabbat. 


Rav said in the name of Rabbi Hiyya: With regard to a curtain, 
it is permitted to spread it, and it is permitted to dismantle it. 
Since a curtain has no roof, neither action constitutes establishing 
a tent. 


And Shmuel said in the name of Rabbi Hiyya: 


With regard to a bridegroom’s canopy,“* which has no roof but is 


entirely sloped, it is permitted to spread it and it is permitted to 
dismantle it on Shabbat. 


Rav Sheshet, son of Rav Idi, said: We only said that it is permitted 

in a case where its roof is not a handbreadth wide; however, if its 

roof is a handbreadth wide, it is prohibited. Furthermore, even 

when its roof is not a handbreadth wide, we only said that it is 

permitted where there is not the width of a handbreadth within 

three handbreadths of its roof; however, if it expands to the width 

of a handbreadth within three handbreadths of its roof, it is pro- 
hibited. And we only stated that it is permitted where there is not 

in its incline the width of a handbreadth; however, if there is in 

its incline the width of a handbreadth, it is prohibited. This ha- 
lakha is in accordance with the principle that the inclines of tents, 
even though they are not actual roofs, are considered like tents. 
And we only said that this canopy is permitted where no part of the 

canopy descends to a handbreadth below the bed; however, if part 
of the canopy descends to a handbreadth below the bed, it is pro- 
hibited, as the bed itself becomes a roof, and the curtain is consid- 
ered a wall. 


And Rav Sheshet, son of Rav Idi, also said: Wearing this felt hat 
is permitted on Shabbat, even though it has a wide brim and is 
similar to a tent. The Gemara raises a difficulty: Wasn’t it stated 
elsewhere that it is prohibited to wear a felt hat" on Shabbat? The 
Gemara answers: This is not difficult: This latter statement, which 
prohibited wearing the hat, is referring to a case where its brim has 
the width of a handbreadth wide and is similar to a tent. That state- 
ment by Rav Sheshet, which permits wearing the hat, is referring to 
a case where its brim does not have the width of a handbreadth. 


A bridegroom's canopy - nnn nha: 


BACKGROUND 


Narrow and tall bridegroom's canopy suspended on a single pole and positioned 


Bridegroom’s canopy with several small inclines at the top, each less than a 
handbreadth, in accordance with Rashi’s version of the text and explanation 


over the middle of a bed, in accordance with the opinion of Josafot and the 
accepted halakhic ruling 
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The Gemara asks: But if that is so, if one extended his cloak a 
handbreadth beyond his head, would you also say that he is 
liable for making a tent? Rather, this is not difficult. The reason 
the hat is prohibited is not due to making a tent, but due to 
concern that the wind might blow the cap off one’s head and he 
will come to carry it by hand. The conflicting statements can be 
resolved as follows: This statement of Rav Sheshet, which per- 
mits wearing the hat, is referring to a case where it is fitted 
firmly on his head. That statement, which prohibits wearing the 
hat, is referring to a case where it is not fitted firmly.’ 


Rami bar Yehezkel sent to Rav Huna: Say to us, please, those 

excellent statements that you said to us in the name of Rav, 
two with regard to the halakhot of Shabbat, and one with re- 
gard to the Torah. 


Rav Huna sent to him in response: With regard to that which 
was taught in a baraita: It is permitted to spread a large wine- 
skin and suspend it by its straps on Shabbat, Rav said: They 
only taught that it is permitted if it is performed by two people" 
together. They do not stretch the wineskin like a tent; rather, 
they place it without stretching it. However, it is prohibited for 
one person to do so by himself, due to the concern that he may 
establish a tent of sorts. 


Abaye said: And it is prohibited to spread a canopy" on Shab- 
bat even with ten people. The reason for this is that it is impos- 
sible that it will not be stretched a bit for a certain period of 
time, which would establish a temporary tent. 


And the other halakha with regard to Shabbat, what is it? As it 
was taught in a baraita: In the case of a stove, one of whose legs 
fell," it is permitted to move it on Shabbat. Since it remains a 
vessel, it may be moved if it is taking up a space that is needed. 
However, if two of its legs fell, it is prohibited, since it is then a 
broken vessel. Rav said: Even if only one leg fell, it is also pro- 
hibited to handle it, due to a decree lest one fasten the leg in 
place forcefully and be liable for preparing a vessel for use. 


With regard to Torah, Rav Huna related that Rav said: The 
Torah is destined to be forgotten from the Jewish people." It 
is stated at the conclusion of the curses in the Torah’s reproof: 
“And the Lord will make your plagues astonishing, and the 
plagues of your seed, great plagues of long continuance, and evil 
diseases of long continuance” (Deuteronomy 28:59). This term 
of astonishment, mentioned in the verse in addition to the 
explicit punishments, I do not know what it is. But when the 
verse states elsewhere: “Therefore, behold, I will continue to 
astonish this people with wondrous astonishment, and the 
wisdom ofits wise will be lost, and the understanding of its men 
of understanding shall be hidden” (Isaiah 29:14), you must say: 
This astonishment is referring to forgetting the Torah. 


The Sages taught a similar idea in the Tosefta: When our Sages 

entered the vineyard in Yavne, they said: The Torah is des- 
tined to be forgotten from the Jewish people, as it is stated: 

“Behold, days are approaching, says the Lord God, and I will 

send forth a hunger in the land, not a hunger for bread and 

not a thirst for water, but for hearing the words of the Lord” 
(Amos 8:11). And it states: “And they will drift from sea to sea, 
and from north to east they will roam to find the word of the 

Lord, but they will not find it” (Amos 8:12). 


“The word of the Lord” in this context bears many meanings. 
“The word of the Lord”; that is halakha. “The word of the 
Lord”; that is the end of days." “The word of the Lord”; that 
is prophecy. All these will be lost from the Jewish people. 


NOTES 

Fitted firmly...not fitted firmly — ptm KDT.. PTP: 
Rashi adds that fitted firmly means tied with astrap un- 
derneath one's chin. The opinion of Rabbeinu Hananel 
is cited in Tosafot. He explains this differently. In his 
opinion, the first opinion is not rejected, and the felt hat 
is prohibited because of establishing a tent. There is a 
distinction between a hat that is firm, and is therefore, 
contrary to Rashi’s interpretation, prohibited because 
the brim does not bend and appears to be a tent, and 
a hat that is not firm. The Rashba asserts that the phrase: 
Rather, it is not difficult, is problematic according to this 
approach. However, from Rabbeinu Tam’s explanation, it 
is apparent that, according to this approach, the word 
rather does not appear in the talmudic text. 


By two people — D7 "24 W3: Rabbeinu Yona explains 
thattyinga wineskin is prohibited when it is performed 
by one person because he ties it very slowly, in a man- 
ner similar to building. On the other hand, when two 
people tie the wineskin in place together, the act is 
accomplished immediately. This is permitted because it 
is not similar to building, which is generally not accom- 
plished all at once. Therefore, a canopy, which cannot 
be immediately set in place even with the aid of several 
people, may not be spread even by ten people. 


The Torah is destined to be forgotten from the Jewish 
people — Sewn Manwny mA TPY: Some com- 
mentaries explain Rav’s statement as follows: The Torah 
is destined to be forgotten if the Oral Law is transmitted 
by word of mouth, rather than being written down. 
Therefore, it is imperative to commit the Oral Law to 
writing to prevent it from being forgotten (Korban 
Netanel). 


The word of the Lord; that is the end of days - 137 
Y pa mT: See Rashi and Tosafot. Since “It is the honor 
of God to conceal a matter [haster davar]” (Proverbs 
25:2), and the end of days is known to God alone and 
no one else, this statement should be interpreted to 
mean that the word of God [devar Hashem], i.e., that 
which is uniquely His, is referring to the end of days 
(lyyei HaYam; Ein Ya'akov). 


HALAKHA 


Fitted firmly. ..not fitted firmly - pima KoT.. PIPA: It 
is inappropriate to leave one's home on Shabbat wear- 
ing a hat for protection against the sun, due to the 
concern lest the wind lift it off his head and he come 
to carry it in the public domain. If the hat is firmly fit- 
ted on his head, it is permitted (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 301:41). 


A large wineskin by its straps...a canopy, etc. - Tia 
a>) T3)... KID: When opening a curtain, one must 
make certain not to spread it like a tent. A large drapery 
must be opened by at least two people. A canopy with 
a roof may not be stretched on Shabbat, even by sev- 
eral people working together, because it will inevitably 
become a temporary tent for at least a brief period, as 
per the opinion of Rav and Abaye as explained by the 
Rambam (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
22:32; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 315:12). 


A stove, one of whose legs fell — nnx munwiw nya 
PIDPA: It is prohibited to carry a stove, a stool, or the 
like if one of its legs has fallen off, due to the concern 
lest one reattach the missing leg and thereby transgress 
the prohibition against building or completing a ves- 
sel. This ruling is in accordance with the opinion of Rav 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 26:6; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 308:16). 
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And what is the meaning of: “They will roam to find the word of 
the Lord, but they will not find it”? They said: It is destined that 
a woman will take a loaf of teruma bread and circulate among the 
synagogues and study halls to ascertain whether it is ritually 
impure or whether it is ritually pure, and there will be none who 
understands. 


The Gemara asks: How is it possible that they will be unable to 
understand whether the loaf is impure or whether it is ritually 
impure? It is explicitly written in the Torah with regard to this: 
“All food that is eaten upon which water falls shall contract impu- 
rity, and all liquid drunk in any vessel shall contract impurity” (Le- 
viticus 11:34). There can be no doubt as to the question of whether 
or not the loaf can become impure. Rather, the Gemara explains: 
The woman seeks to ascertain whether it assumes first-degree rit- 
ual impurity status or whether it assumes second-degree ritual 
impurity status; and there will be none who understands. 


The Gemara asks: That too is an explicit mishna, and how is it that 
none will know an explicit mishna? As we learned in a mishna: If 
the carcass of a creeping animal was found in the airspace of an 
oven, the bread inside it assumes second-degree ritual impurity 
status, as the creeping animal, which is a primary source of impu- 
rity, renders the oven impure with first-degree ritual impurity. The 
oven then renders the bread impure with second-degree ritual 
impurity." 


The Gemara responds: They are uncertain with regard to that 
which Rav Adda bar Ahava said to Rava: Let us view this oven as 
one filled with impurity, and the bread will then assume first- 
degree ritual impurity status. In other words, the legal status of food 
in the airspace of an earthenware vessel that also has the carcass of 
a creeping animal in its airspace is that of food that came into con- 
tact with the creeping animal, even if the food does not come into 
contact with the carcass of a creeping animal. 


He said to him that we do not say: Let us view the oven as one 
filled with ritual impurity, as it was taught in a baraita: One might 
think that all vessels should become ritually impure in the air- 
space of an earthenware vessel that has the carcass of a creeping 
animal in its airspace; therefore, the verse states: “And any earth- 
enware vessel in which any of them falls, all that is in it shall be 
impure, and you shall break it. All food that is eaten, upon which 
water comes, shall be impure; and all drink that may be drunk, in 
any vessel, shall be impure” (Leviticus 11:33-34). The baraita learns 
from the juxtaposition of these verses that foods become ritually 
impure in the airspace of earthenware vessels, but vessels do not 
become ritually impure in the airspace of earthenware vessels." 
Apparently, the airspace of an oven is not considered filled with the 
impurity of the carcass of a creeping animal. If that were the case, 
even vessels would become ritually impure. 


An opposing view was taught in another baraita. Rabbi Shimon 
ben Yohai says: Heaven forfend that the Torah should be forgot- 
ten from the Jewish people, as it is stated: “And this song shall 
answer to him as a witness, for it shall not be forgotten from his 
seed” (Deuteronomy 31:21). Rather, how do I explain: “They will 
roam to find the word of God, but they will not find it”? It means 
that they will not find 


HALAKHA 


Bread in a ritually impure stove - xay Tana ns: If the carcass 
of a creeping animal fell into the airspace of an oven, the bread 
inside the oven assumes second-degree ritual impurity status 
from the oven, which assumed first-degree ritual impurity status 


from the creeping animal in its airspace (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 


Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 11:2). 


Foods become ritually impure in the airspace of earthenware 


vessels, but vessels do not become ritually impure in the 
airspace of earthenware vessels — DY 13 MNI prav phais 
Din ba mwa prawn oha pyy: Food and drink in the airspace 
of an earthenware vessel become ritually impure if the earthen- 
ware vessel becomes impure, even if the food and drink did not 
come into contact with it. However, vessels in the airspace of an 
earthenware vessel do not become ritually impure (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 13:2-3). 
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clear halakha" and clear teaching together, but rather there will 
be disputes among the Sages. 


It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yosei ben Elisha says: If you 
see a generation that many troubles are befalling it, go and 
examine the judges of Israel. Perhaps their sins are the cause, as 
any calamity that comes to the world comes due to the judges 
of Israel acting corruptly, as it is stated: “Please hear this, heads 
of the house of Jacob, and officers of the house of Israel, who 
abhor justice and pervert all equity, who build up Zion with 
blood, and Jerusalem with iniquity. Their heads they judge for 
bribes, and their priests teach for hire, and their prophets di- 
vine for money; yet they lean upon the Lord, saying: Is not the 
Lord in our midst? No evil shall befall us” (Micah 3:9-11). 


The Gemara comments: They are wicked, but they placed their 
trust in the One Who spoke and the world came into being," 
the Almighty. Therefore, the Holy One, Blessed be He, brings 
upon them three calamities corresponding to the three trans- 
gressions for which they are responsible, as it is stated in the 
following verse: “Therefore, because of you, Zion shall be 
plowed as a field, and Jerusalem shall become heaps, and the 
Temple Mount as the high places of a forest” (Micah 3:12). 


And the Holy One, Blessed be He, will not rest His Divine Pres- 
ence on the Jewish people until evil judges and officers shall be 

eliminated from the Jewish people, as it is stated: “And I will 

turn My hand upon you, and I will purge away your dross as 

with lye, and I will remove all your alloy. And I will restore your 

judges as at first, and your counselors as at the beginning; af- 
terward you shall be called the city of righteousness, a faithful city” 
(Isaiah 1:25-26). 


Ulla said: Jerusalem will be redeemed only through righteous- 
ness, as it is stated: “Zion will be redeemed with justice and 
those who return to her with righteousness” (Isaiah 1:27). 


Rav Pappa said: If the arrogant will cease to exist, the Persian 
fire priests will cease to exist as well. If the deceitful judges will 
cease to exist, the royal officers [gazirpatei]' and taskmasters will 
cease to exist. 


He explains: If the arrogant will cease, the Persian fire priests 

will cease, as it is written: “And I will purge away your dross 

[sigayikh] as with lye, and I will remove all your alloy [bedilayikh]? 
This teaches that when the conceited and haughty [sigim] are 

purged, the priests of fire, who are separated [muvdalim] from the 

fear of God, will also cease. 


He said: If the deceitful judges cease, the royal officers and 
taskmasters will cease, as it is written: “The Lord has removed 
your judgment, cast out your enemy” (Zephaniah 3:15). 


Rabbi Mallai said in the name of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi 

Shimon: What is the meaning of that which is written: “The 

Lord has broken the staff of the wicked, the rod of the rulers” 
(Isaiah 14:5)? He explains: “The Lord has broken the staff of the 

wicked”; these are the judges who have become staffs for their 

attendants. The attendants abuse people, and the judges provide 

the attendants with legal backing and moral support. “The rod of 
the rulers”; these are the Torah scholars who are members of 
the families of the judges. These Torah scholars assist their rela- 
tives, the judges, conceal their faults. Mar Zutra said: These are 

the Torah scholars who teach communal halakhot to ignorant 

judges. They teach ignorant judges just enough Torah and modes 

of conduct to prevent the people from realizing how ignorant they 

are, enabling them to maintain their positions. 


NOTES 

Clear halakha - nma nahn: This statement is to 
be understood as follows: As long as the Great 
Sanhedrin met in the Chamber of the Hewn Stone 
in the Temple, every legal discussion concluded 
with a vote that determined the halakha. After 
the destruction of the Temple, the number of dis- 
putes increased (Josefot Rid). Some commentaries 
emphasize the problem to be that clear halakha 
cannot be found in one place; rather, people will 
be forced to seek answers in many places, as in 
each place they will know only a bit. 


They placed their trust in the One Who spoke 
and the world came into being - minya bmw 
oriya mM WAXW ma: One explanation of the fact 
that these people are called wicked is because 
they believed that since God determines the world 
order and planted the evil inclination within each 
person, individuals do not bear responsibility for 
their actions (Ahavat Eitan). 


LANGUAGE 
Royal officers [gazirpatei] — 125%: From the 
Aramaic gauzir, meaning official, and the Iranian 
suffix pati, meaning lord. This was the title of a 
Sasanian functionary. 
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Rabbi Eliezer ben Mallai said in the name of Reish Lakish: 
What is the meaning of that which is written: “For your hands 
are defiled with blood, and your fingers with iniquity; your lips 
have spoken lies, your tongue utters wickedness” (Isaiah 59:3)? 


He explains: “For your hands are defiled with blood”; these 
are the judges who take bribes in their hands. “And your fingers 
with iniquity”; these are the scribes of the judges, who write 
falsehood with their fingers. “Your lips have spoken lies”; these 
are the legal advisors." “Your tongue utters wickedness”; these 
are the litigants themselves. 


And Rabbi Mallai said in the name of Rabbi Yitzhak from 
Migdal: From the day that Joseph took leave from his brothers, 
he did not sample a taste of wine, as it is written: “They shall be 
on the head of Joseph, and on the crown of the head of he who 
was separated [nezir] from his brothers” (Genesis 49:26). The 
language of the verse alludes to the fact that Joseph conducted 
himself like a nazirite and abstained from wine. 


Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina, said: Joseph's brothers too 

did not sample the taste of wine during the intervening period, 
due to their remorse, as it is written: “And they drank and be- 
came drunk with him” (Genesis 43:34). By inference: Until now 
there was no drunkenness, as they abstained from drinking. And 

the other Sage, Rabbi Mallai, holds: It was drunkenness of which 

there was none; however, there was drinking on the part of the 

brothers during the intervening years. 


And Rabbi Mallai said: It is stated in the verse: “And the anger of 
the Lord was kindled against Moses, and He said: Is there not 
Aaron your brother the Levite, I know that he can surely speak, 
and also behold, he is coming out to greet you, and he will see you 
and be glad in his heart” (Exodus 4:14). Rabbi Mallai taught that 
as reward for Aaron’s lack of jealousy at seeing his brother Moses 
rise to greatness, as it is stated: “And he will see you and be glad 
in his heart,’ he merited to become the High Priest, and for the 
breastplate of judgment to rest on his heart. 


The Gemara returns to the laws of a canopy. The inhabitants of 
the town of Bashkar sent to Levi: What is the halakha with re- 
gard to spreading a canopy on Shabbat? Additionally, what is the 
halakha with regard to hops in a vineyard? Do they constitute a 
prohibited mixture of diverse kinds? Finally, what is the halakha 
with regard to one who died on a Festival? How can the people 
attend to his burial? 


As the messenger was going with the question, Levi died. Shmu- 
el said to Rav Menashya: If you are wise and able to respond, 
send them answers to their questions. He sent them: With regard 

to a canopy, we reviewed all aspects of the matter of the canopy, 
and we did not find any permissible aspect. 


The Gemara asks: And let him send them that it can be permitted 
in accordance with the opinion of Rami bar Yehezkel. The Ge- 
mara answers: He did not want to reveal that leniency to them, 
because they are not well versed in Torah, and they would not 
distinguish between permitted and prohibited methods of spread- 
ing the canopy. 


NOTES 


Your hands are defiled with blood - 0723 rc D233: Some 
explain that the word blood [dam] is referring here to money 
[damim], implying that the judges’ hands were filled with bribes 
(Maharsha). 


The legal advisors — p37 37y: In ancient times, there were 
no attorneys to prosecute or defend a litigant in rabbinical 
courts. Rather, each party stated his own case. The legal advisors 
referred to here were people who acted improperly by teaching 
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litigants to present advantageous claims. This compromised the 
legal system, because the parties were supposed to present the 


facts. The interpretation of these facts and the halakhic conclu- 


sions were to be left to the judges. Consequently, these legal 
advisors were viewed unfavorably. 


Because they were not well versed in Torah - 23 xw 


min: This explanation appears in several places in the Tal- 


mud. Essentially, it means that anywhere in which there 


are no people learned in the Torah, the ruling is stringent 
with regard to practices that require nuanced understand- 
ing of the halakha and the ability to distinguish between 
permitted practices and similar prohibited ones. Still, the 
Sages were lenient with regard to those practices in places 
in which Torah scholars lived, based on the assumption 
that they would know how to maintain the appropriate 
halakhic distinctions. 
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He also told them: Hops in a vineyard are a forbidden mix- 
ture of diverse kinds. The Gemara asks: And let him send 
them the message that it is permitted in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Tarfon, as it was taught in the Tosefta: With 
regard to hops, Rabbi Tarfon says: They do not constitute a 
prohibited mixture of food crops in a vineyard, and the Rab- 
bis say: They constitute a forbidden mixture of food crops in 
a vineyard." And we maintain that anyone who is lenient 
with regard to the halakhot of diverse kinds in Eretz Yisrael, 
even if the halakha is not ruled in accordance with his opinion, 
the halakha is ruled in accordance with his opinion outside 
of Eretz Yisrael, where the halakhot of diverse kinds apply only 
by rabbinic law. The Gemara explains: He did not reveal this 
leniency to them, because they were not well versed in Torah. 


With regard to the matter of hops in a vineyard, the Gemara 
relates that Rav would announce: One who seeks to sow 
hops in a vineyard, let him sow. In contrast, Rav Amram 
Hasida would administer lashes for sowing hops in a vine- 
yard. 


The Gemara relates that Rav Mesharshiya would give a pe- 
ruta to a gentile child, and the child would sow hops for 
him." The Gemara asks: And let him give the peruta to a 
Jewish child, who is also not obligated in mitzva observance. 
The Gemara answers: He may come to continue’ this habit 
and violate the prohibition as an adult. The Gemara asks: And 
let him give the peruta to an adult gentile. The Gemara an- 
swers: He may come to confuse him with a Jew. 


With regard to a person who died on a Festival, he sent them 
in response: If a person died on a Festival, neither Jews nor 
Arameans, i.e., gentiles, should attend to his burial, neither 
on the first day of a Festival, nor on the second day of a 
Festival observed in the Diaspora. 


The Gemara asks: Is that so? Didn’t Rabbi Yehuda bar Shei- 
lat say that Rabbi Asi said: There was an incident in the 
synagogue of the settlement of Maon’ on a Festival adjacent 
to Shabbat. A person died, 


and I do not know whether the Festival occurred before 
Shabbat or after Shabbat. And they came before Rabbi 
Yohanan, and he said to them: Let gentiles attend to his 
burial. 


And likewise, Rava said: If a person died on the first day of 
a Festival," gentiles may attend to his burial; on the second 
day of a Festival" observed in the Diaspora, Jews may attend 
to his burial. And this is the halakha even on the second day 
of the festival of Rosh HaShana, which is not so with regard 
to an egg. With regard to an egg laid on the Festival, the two 
days of Rosh HaShana are considered one long day that can- 
not be disconnected. Therefore, in contrast to other two-day 
Festivals in the Diaspora, use of an egg laid on the first day of 
Rosh HaShana is prohibited on the second day. However, in 
deference to the dead, the Sages were lenient with regard to 
burial on the second day of Rosh HaShana. Why then did Rav 
Menashya prohibit the inhabitants of Bashkar from attending 
to the burial on a Festival? The Gemara answers: Because they 
were not well versed in Torah. 


HALAKHA 
mitted to sow iene ina eee as per the custom of the three 
elders (see Berakhot 22a, p. 144). It is prohibited to sow wheat, 
barley, and grape seed or two species of vegetable and grape 
seed together on the same plot of land. The halakha is not in 
accordance with the stringent position of the Rabbis (Rambam 
Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot Kilayim 8:13). 


He would give a peruta to a gentile child, and the child would 
sow hops for him - = yan a pind mens mh a: Outside of 
Eretz Yisrael, the laws of diverse kinds only apply by rabbinic law. 
Indeed, one may even have a gentile child sow prohibited mix- 
tures of diverse kinds, e.g., wheat, barley, and grape seed, on his 
behalf (Kesef Mishne; Rambam Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot Kilayim 8:13). 


NOTES 

He may come to continue - snd Mx: This issue is discussed 
by the early commentaries (see Josafot). The Rashba explains 
that a child may come to continue a practice that he performed 
as a child on behalf of adults. However, there is no concern that 
he will continue to perform activities he performs on his own 
behalf, as he understands that certain activities are permitted to 
him because he is a minor. 


BACKGROUND 
The synagogue of the settlement of Maon — jivnat Kaw 13: 
This is referring to the synagogue of the town of Beit Maon, which 
was situated very close to Tiberias. Consequently, the heads of 
its synagogue were able to approach Rabbi Yohanan, who lived 
in Tiberias, and ask him about the halakha of burying the dead. 


NOTES 
If a person died on...a Festival — iv ota ma: Rashi explains 
that this is referring only to one who died before the Festival and 
whose body was awaiting burial when the Festival commenced. 
The geonim and the Rambam explain that it is referring even to 
one who died on the Festival itself, because it is improper to delay 
burying the dead any more than necessary. 


HALAKHA 
If a person died on the first day of a Festival — sib opa ny 
jx: If one dies and must be buried on the first day of a Festival, 
gentiles should engage in the preparation of the grave, the cof- 
fin, and the shrouds. If there are no gentiles available, burial is 
postponed. However, clothing the deceased, warming water for 
the purification, and removing and placing the deceased in the 
grave may be performed by Jews on the Festival (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Yom Tov 1:23; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 526:1). 


If a person died on the second day of a Festival — aiv D93 ny 
9%: If a person died on the second day of a Festival in the Dias- 
pora, Jews attend to his burial, performing even those prepara- 
tions prohibited on the first day of the Festival (see previous note). 
This applies to the second day of Rosh HaShana, in accordance 
with the opinion of Rava (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Yom 
Tov 1:23; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 526:4). 
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HALAKHA 


A person may wrap himself in a canopy - yn 
nba DIK: One is permitted to wrap himself in a 
canopy that has straps attached to it and wear it 
in the public domain on Shabbat. The straps are 
insignificant relative to the canopy and are not con- 
sidered a burden (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 19:20; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 301:39). 


One who goes out on Shabbat with a garment 
that does not have the requisite ritual fringes 
attached — ans yd AYN mbps xxi 
nawa: On Shabbat, one who wears a garment into 
the public domain with ritual fringes that have 
not been attached properly is liable to bring a sin- 
offering for carrying a burden. The reason for this 
ruling is that the fringes are not considered part 
of the garment because they were not affixed in 
accordance with halakha (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 19:20; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
13:1, 301:38). 


Aperson may employ artifice...by taking a strainer 
on a Festival and suspending it, etc. - DT% OWA 
^d dip ota nwan by: One may employ artifice 
and suspend a strainer on a Festival in order to place 
pomegranates on it and then place wine sediment 
on it afterward (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Yom Tov 3:17; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 510:4). 


One may begin brewing beer on the intermedi- 
ate days of a Festival for the purpose of using it 
on the Festival - yian THs wina ww pwn: 

Although certain labors are prohibited on the inter- 
mediate days of a Festival, it is nonetheless permit- 
ted to start brewing beer for the purpose of using 
it on the Festival. If one brews beer for use on the 
Festival, one need not limit production to the pre- 
cise amount needed. However, one should employ 
artifice ab initio. If the newly brewed beer is higher 
quality than one's old beer, one may employ artifice 
ab initio, as per the conclusion of the Gemara in 
Moed Katan and here (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hil- 
khot Yom Tov 7:8; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 533:1). 


Stopping the spout of a barrel - man na nan: 

If wine was seeping out of a barrel through a hole, 

it is prohibited to close the hole on Shabbat in any 
manner. However, a Torah scholar may employ ar- 
tifice and say that he intends to store garlic in the 
hole (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 23:3; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 314:11). 


And slept in a ferry and...crossed to the other 
side — XD’ 3 avi, X43 DRI: It is prohibited 
to board a ship or a boat on Shabbat knowing that 
a gentile will sail it. However, a Torah scholar may 
employ artifice and say that he is boarding the ship 
just to sleep or stroll on it, even though he knows 
that the gentile will cause the ship to sail. Nowa- 
days, employing artifice is prohibited because Torah 
scholars are not considered to be of high enough 
caliber (Tur, Orah Hayyim 339). 
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Rabbi Avin bar Rav Huna said that Rav Hama bar Gureya said: A 
person may wrap himself in a canopy" and in its straps and go out 
to the public domain on Shabbat, and he need not be concerned 
about violating the prohibited act of carrying out a burden. 


The Gemara asks: In what way is the halakha with regard to the straps 
different from that which Rav Huna said? As Rav Huna said that 
Rav said: One who goes out unwittingly to the public domain on 
Shabbat with a four-cornered garment that does not have the 
requisite ritual fringes attached" is liable to bring a sin-offering, 
because the remaining fringes are not an integral part of the garment. 
Since they do not fulfill the mitzva, they are considered a burden that 
may not be carried into the public domain on Shabbat. The Gemara 
answers: There is a distinction between the cases. Ritual fringes are 
significant relative to a garment and are not negated. They are 
considered an independent entity that may not be carried out into 
the public domain. These straps ofa canopy are not significant and 
are negated. 


Rabba bar Rav Huna said: According to the Rabbis, who prohibit 
suspending a strainer on a Festival, a person may nevertheless em- 
ploy artifice and circumvent the prohibition against suspending a 

strainer by taking it on a Festival and suspending it" for the purpose 

of pomegranates in it, which is permitted. Once the strainer is 

suspended, he may suspend it in order to filter sediment from the 

wine, as even the Rabbis hold that on a Festival it is permitted to do 

this straining through a strainer that is already suspended. Rav Ashi 

said: And this is only permitted provided that he actually suspend- 
ed pomegranates in it before using it to strain wine. It must be obvi- 
ous to all that he used the strainer in a permitted manner. 


The Gemara asks: In what way is that halakha different from that 

which was taught in a baraita: One may begin brewing beer during 
the intermediate days of a Festival for the purpose of using it on the 

Festival." If it is not for the purpose of the Festival, it is prohibited. 
This is the halakha both with regard to date beer and with regard to 

barley beer. And even though they have old beer, one may employ 
artifice and say that he wishes to drink from the new, and that he is 

making beer on the intermediate days of the Festival for that pur- 
pose. Apparently, it is permitted to employ artifice even without 
actively demonstrating that one is performing the action for a per- 
mitted purpose. This contradicts the opinion of Rav Ashi. 


The Gemara answers: There, with regard to beer, the matter is not 
evident. When people see someone starting to brew beer, they have 
no way of knowing whether or not he has beer at home, and conse- 
quently, whether or not the action itself is prohibited in that case. 
However, here, with regard to a strainer, the matter is evident, as 
people see him suspending a strainer for wine, which is prohibited. 


On the topic of artifice, the Gemara relates that the Rabbis said to 
Rav Ashi: Master, observe this Torah scholar, and Rav Huna ben 
Rabbi Hayon is his name, and some say that his name is Rav Huna, 
son of Rabbi Halvan, who tooka slice of garlic and placed it in the 
spout ofa barrel, and said: I intend to store it. He thereby stopped 
the spout on Shabbat." And similarly, he went and slept in a ferry 
on the river, and the ferryman sailed the ferry across the river, and 
he thereby crossed to the other side" and inspected the fruit of 
his vineyard. He said: I intend to sleep. In this way, he crosses the 
river by boat on Shabbat, which is a prohibited activity. 


And slept in the ferry and crossed to the other side - x12323 DXI) 
XD’ ab say: Most authorities explain that the prohibition violated 
by this trip is the general prohibition to travel through water, lest 


NOTES 


one come to fix or fashion a boat. Other commentaries explain that 
it is prohibited due to carrying an object four cubits in a karmelit 
(Tosefot Rid). 
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Rav Ashi said to them: Are you speaking of artifice?" This is artifice 
employed to circumvent a rabbinic prohibition, and a Torah scholar 
will not come to perform the action ab initio without artifice. There- 
fore, there is no reason to prohibit him from doing so. 


One may pour water over sediment" that is 
MISHNA thes 


in a strainer on Shabbat so that it will become 
clear and clean. And similarly, one may filter wine" through cloths 
and through an Egyptian basket made from palm leaves. Since these 
liquids are drinkable even without filtering, doing so does not violate 
the prohibition of selecting. 


And likewise, one may place an egg in a mustard strainer™ in order 
to separate the yolk from the egg-white, and one may prepare 
anumlin,' a wine-based drink, on Shabbat. Rabbi Yehuda says: On 
Shabbat one may only make anumlin in a small cup; on a Festival, 
in a larger vessel; and on the intermediate days ofa Festival, 
one may even prepare it in a barrel. Rabbi 
Tzadok says: There is no objective principle; 
rather, it is all according to the number of 
guests; if they are numerous, one may pre- 
pare a larger quantity of anumlin. 


G E M ARA Ze’iri said: A person may place clear wine 


and clear water into a strainer on Shabbat," 
and he need not be concerned over the prohibition of selecting, as 
the wine is drinkable even without this filtering. However, doing so 
with murky liquids, no, one may not strain them. 


The Gemara raises an objection from a baraita: Rabban Shimon ben 
Gamliel says: A person may stir a barrel of wine, mixing its wine 
and its sediment, and place it in a strainer on Shabbat, and he need 
not be concerned. Apparently, it is permitted to place even murky 
wine in a strainer. Ze’iri explained that baraita and resolved the dif- 
ficulty: That was taught with regard to wine between the presses, 
when the wine has yet to ferment and will remain murky even after 
filtering. 


We learned in the mishna: One may filter wine through cloths on 
Shabbat. Rav Shimi bar Hiyya said: This is permitted provided one 
does not make a hole" in the cloth through which to pour the wine, 
as one must diverge from the usual, weekday manner of performing 
this activity. 


HALAKHA 


One may pour water over sediment - n° 12W7 sandy D pam: 
t is permitted on Shabbat to pour water onto wine sediment 
hat was suspended in a strainer before Shabbat, as stated in 
he mishna according to Rashi’s explanation (Rambam Sefer Ze- 
manim, Hilkhot Shabbat 8:14; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 319:9). 


And one may filter wine, etc. — 131 }97 Mx p330: One is permit- 
ed to filter wine on Shabbat in an atypical manner, e.g., through 
cloths or utilizing an Egyptian basket. However, in deference to 
Shabbat, one must make certain to avoid lifting the basket from 
he base of the vessel and clearly demonstrating that he is mak- 
ing a change (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 22:33; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 319:12). 


An egg ina mustard strainer ->nn Mapa TX: On Shabbat, 
it is permitted to crack an egg into a strainer in which mustard is 

being strained, so long as the mustard was placed in the strainer 
before Shabbat (Mishna Berura). This is the ruling even though 

this will cause the egg yolk and white to separate (Rambam 

Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 8:14; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 

319:15). 

A person may place clear wine and clear water into a strainer 
on Shabbat - nawa nwan tind phys om baby p oy pia: 
Clear water and clear wine may be placed in a strainer on Shab- 


bat, because these liquids are drinkable even without straining, 
and the straining does not effect a positive change in the liquid. If 
one has used a cloth to strain clear liquid, it is then prohibited to 
strain water through that cloth, because doing so might whiten 
and launder the cloth. Nevertheless, it is permitted to use a cloth 
to strain wine or other liquids. It is forbidden to strain murky 
water or wine. However, wine straight from the press, which is 
still fermenting, may be stirred together with the sediment and 
strained. According to the Rambam, it is prohibited to strain even 
clear water or wine with a strainer. The use of a cloth is permitted 
only for clear liquids but not for murky ones. The halakha is in 
accordance with the first opinion (Mishna Berura, quoting the Or 
Zarua), and in accordance with the ruling of Rabban Shimon ben 
Gamliel, as explained by Ze'iri (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 8:14; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 319:10). 


Provided one does not make a hole - xas nwy? xow 1x: 
When straining murky (Mishna Berura) wine on Shabbat through 
a cloth, one should not make a hole in the cloth, to diverge from 
the method of straining on weekdays, as per the opinion of Rav 
Shimi bar Hiyya (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 21:17; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 319:1). 
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NOTES 

Artifice — maw: Artifice is permitted in cases that are 
not fundamentally prohibited, but involve activity that 
is prohibited either by rabbinic decree or due to concern 
that one might come to transgress a Torah prohibition. 
Consequently, when a Torah scholar, who is aware of the 
severity of the Torah prohibition and the parameters of 
the rabbinic decree, acts in a manner that is not clearly 
perceived as a transgression, artifice is permitted. 


BACKGROUND 
Strainer — n3302: 


Roman strainer from the talmudic period 


LANGUAGE 


Anumlin - pour: From the Greek oivépedt, oinomeli, 
meaning wine mixed with honey. 
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HALAKHA 

The cover of a barrel — map D2: It is prohibited 
to cover the entire mouth of a barrel with a cloth on 
Shabbat, due to the concern that this may constitute 
constructing a tent. Rather, one should leave part of 
the mouth of the barrel uncovered. If the barrel is so 
full that there is less than a handbreadth between the 
liquid and the cover, it is permitted to cover the entire 
opening (Ran; Rosh; see Mishna Berura; Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 21:17; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 315713). 


Twigs in the mouth of a barrel - man +53 papp: On 
Shabbat, one may not fill the mouth of a vessel with 
straw and twigs before pouring murky (Mishna Berura) 
wine into it, because the straw and twigs strain the 
wine (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 319713). 


Pouring liquid from one vessel to another — vy 
ob on pwn: It is permitted to pour liquid from one 
vessel to another on Shabbat, even if one prevents the 
dregs from entering the second vessel. However, one 
must make certain to leave drops of the liquid in the 


dregs so that this act will not appear to be actual select- 


ing (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 319:14). 
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We also learned in the mishna: And it is permitted to filter 

wine on Shabbat through an Egyptian basket. Rav Hiyya bar 

Ashi said that Rav said the following caveat to that statement: 

It is permitted provided one does not lift the basket a hand- 
breadth from the bottom of the lower vessel. This ensures 

that one performs the activity in an atypical manner (Rab- 
beinu Yona). 


Rav said: It is permitted to place this cover that has holes for 
filtering over half a barrel," but it is prohibited to spread it 
over the entire barrel, in order that it not appear as though 
one is using it as a filter (Rabbeinu Hananel). 


Rav Pappa said: A person may not attach a bundle of straw 
to the mouth ofa barrel’s spigot," because it appears like a 
strainer. 


The Gemara relates: The members of Rav Pappa’s household 
would carefully pour beer from one vessel to another" so 
that the dregs from one vessel would not pass to the other. Rav 
Aha from Difti said to Ravina: But there are the final drops, 
which remain when one pours the beer into another vessel. 
When pouring the final drops from the dregs left in the vessel, 
one is in violation of the prohibition of selecting. He replied: 
In Rav Pappa’s house they would leave the final drops in the 
first vessel together with the dregs. They would not attempt 
to separate them, as the last drops were not significant to the 
household of Rav Pappa, because beer was always readily 
available in his house. 


And we further learned in the mishna: One may place an egg 
in a mustard strainer on Shabbat in order to separate the yolk 
from the egg-white. The Sage, Ya’akov Korha, taught a reason 
for this: 


Because it is only made to enhance the color of the food. That 
does not negate the egg-white as significant food in the sense 
that it would be considered waste, and therefore, no actual 
selection is performed. 


It is stated: With regard to mustard that one kneaded on 
Shabbat eve, on the following day, Shabbat, Rav said: One 
may dissolve it in wine or water with a vessel, but not with 
his hand, as using a vessel diverges from the normal method 
of preparation. 


Shmuel said to him: Why may he not dissolve it with his 
hand? Is that to say that he dissolves it with his hand every 
day? If it is prepared in that manner, it is donkey food. Cer- 
tainly dissolving by hand is not the manner in which mustard 
is prepared during the week. Therefore, dissolving mustard 
with a vessel should not be permitted on Shabbat. Rather, 
Shmuel said the opposite: He may dissolve it with his hand 
as a divergence from the typical method of preparation, but 
he may not dissolve it in the usual manner, with a vessel. 


It is stated that amora’im from Eretz Yisrael also disputed this 

issue, as Rabbi Elazar said: Both this and that, dissolving by 
hand and with a vessel, are prohibited; while Rabbi Yohanan 

said: Both this and that are permitted. Abaye and Rava both 

said: The halakha is not in accordance with the lenient opin- 
ion of Rabbi Yohanan. 
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Mustard that one kneaded on Shabbat eve - 31 why ban 


Subsequently, Rabbi Yohanan stood and adopted the opinion 
of Rabbi Elazar and prohibited both methods of dissolving. 
Rabbi Elazar stood and adopted the opinion of Shmuel, who 
prohibited using a vessel but permitted it by hand. Given these 
stances, Abaye and Rava both said: The halakha is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan, who prohibited 
both methods. 


The Gemara relates: Abaye’s mother, actually his foster moth- 
er, prepared mustard for him, and he did not eat it. Ze’eira’s 

wife prepared mustard for Rav Hiyya bar Ashi, her husband’s 

student, and he did not eat it. She said to him: I made this for 

your rabbiand he ate it, and you do not eat it? Rava bar Shab- 
ba said: I was standing before Ravina, and they stirred mus- 
tard for him with the inner part of the garlic, and he ate it. 


Mar Zutra said: The halakha is not in accordance with any 
of these statements." Rather, it is in accordance with this one, 
as it was stated: Mustard that one kneaded on Shabbat eve," 
on the following day he may dissolve it either by hand or 
with a vessel, and he may place honey in it. And when he 
dissolves it he may not beat it forcefully as would a craftsman, 
but he may mix it gently. 


Cress that one ground on Shabbat eve, on the following day 
he may place oil and vinegar in it, and add amita into the 
mixture, and he may not beat it, but he may mix it. Similarly, 
garlic that one crushed on Shabbat eve," on the following 
day, he may place beans and grits in it, and he may not pound, 
but mix, and he may add amita into the mixture. The Gemara 
asks: What is amita? The Gemara answers: It is mint. Abaye 
said: Learn from this that adding mint is beneficial for cress. 


We also learned in the mishna: One may prepare anumlin on 
Shabbat. The Sages taught in a baraita: One may prepare 
anumlin on Shabbat. However, one may not prepare aluntit." 
The baraita explains: And what is anumlin and what is aluntit? 
Anumiin is a drink, which is a mixture of wine, honey, and 
pepper. Aluntit is a mixture of aged wine and clear water and 
balsam, which they prepare for use after bathing in a bath- 
house to cool down from the heat of the bathhouse. It is pro- 
hibited to prepare it on Shabbat because it is a form of remedy. 


Rav Yosef said: On one occasion, I followed Mar Ukva into 
a bathhouse. When I exited, he came and gave me one cup 
of this wine to drink, and I felt its chill from the hairs on my 
head down to the toenails on my feet. And ifhe had given me 
another cup to drink, and if would have survived it, I would 
have feared a reduction of my merit in the World-to-Come. 
The Gemara asks: Didn’t Mar Ukva drink this wine every day? 
How was he not harmed? The Gemara answers: Mar Ukva was 
different, as he grew accustomed to it. 


HALAKHA 
not beat them, but may mix them gently. Some authorities rule 


naw: Mustard that was kneaded before Shabbat may be mixed 
on Shabbat with wine or water (Mishna Berura), even with a 
ladle. One may also mix honey into it but may not beat it (Mishna 
Berura) in the usual manner. Rather, one may mix in the honey 
a little at a time, in accordance with the conclusion of Mar Zutra, 
who was a later authority (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shab- 
bat 8:14, 22:12; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 32115). 


Cress that one ground on Shabbat eve...garlic that one 
crushed on Shabbat eve - ow...naw awa jpnew on 
Naw Iwa ipw: On Shabbat, it is permitted to add food and liq- 
uid to cress and garlic that were mixed on Shabbat eve. One may 


that one must change the usual, weekday method of preparation 
and mix them by hand rather than with a vessel, or first place the 
food in a bowl and then add the liquid (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 22:12; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 321:16). 


One may prepare anumlin on Shabbat. However, one may not 
prepare aluntit - nranbys pwiy prey nawa paag pwiy: Itis per- 
mitted to blend a mixture of wine, honey, and pepper, because it 
is a beverage. However, one may not blend a mixture of old wine, 
water, and balsam oil, because it is a medicine (Rambam Sefer Ze- 
manim, Hilkhot Shabbat 22:1; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 321:17). 


NOTES 

The halakha is not in accordance with any of these 
statements — xAnyaw 37 boa X37 mh: This expres- 
sion should not necessarily be taken as a total rejection 
of all the preceding statements. Rather, it means that 
most of the statements are rejected. Indeed, according 
to one view, Rabbi Yohanan had permitted dissolving 
mustard both by hand and with a vessel (see Josafot, 
Ketubot 54a). 


LANGUAGE 


Aluntit - monde: The etymology of this word is uncer- 
tain. It is probably from the Greek oivav8n, oinanathe, 
a wine-based ointment. 
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BACKGROUND 

Asafoetida [hiltit] - mayn: Ferula assafoetida, also 
known as devil's dung or giant fennel, is a perennial 
plant of the umbel family. It has a thick root and a stem 
with leafed branches. The asafoetida grows to a height 
of 2-3 m. It is native mainly to Afghanistan and the 
neighboring regions. The plant grows for several years 
until it blossoms and produces fruit, after which it dies. 
edicinal asafoetida is manufactured from the 
resin found in the root of the plant. It was used, and 
is still used today, as a medicine in the form of powder, 
creams, pills, etc., both for intestinal diseases and for 
strengthening the nervous system. In certain places, 
asafoetida is even used as a spice. Consumption of asa- 
foetida in amounts of more than a gram is dangerous 
and can lead to poisoning. 


Asafoetida plant 


HALAKHA 

Soaking asafoetida — mnbn mw: Asafoetida may 
not be soaked on Shabbat because it is primarily uti- 
lized as a medicine. It is permitted, however, to place 
it in vinegar, since even healthy people drink it in this 
manner. If it was already soaking from the day before, 
it is permitted to continue soaking it on Shabbat. If 
a person drank asafoetida on the two days prior to 
Shabbat for medicinal purposes, it may be soaked on 
Shabbat, because interrupting treatment is dangerous 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 22:7; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 321:18). 


Handling vetches — p»wiza Divy: It is prohibited to 
soak vetches on Shabbat. In addition, one may not rub 
them by hand to remove the chaff. However, one may 
place them in a sieve so that the waste falls off on its 
own (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 319:8). 


Handling straw - jana tiay: One may not sift straw 
on Shabbat or place it in a high place so that the chaff 
will separate and blow away. However, it is permitted to 
lift it with a sieve and place it in a trough, even though 
the chaff will thereby separate on its own (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 21:32; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 32471). 
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MI S H N A One may not soakasafoetida™ in lukewarm 


water to prepare a medicinal drink from it; 
however, one may place it into vinegar like a standard spice. And 
one may not soak vetches" in water in order to separate them from 
their chaff, nor rub them by hand so as to remove their chaff. How- 
ever, one may place them into a sieve or into a basket, and if the 
chaff gets removed, so be it." 


One may not sift straw in a sieve, and similarly, one may not place 
it on a high place so that that the chaff blows away in the wind; 
however, one may take the straw in a sieve and place it into the 
trough of an animal, and one need not be concerned if the chaff is 
removed in the process." 


G E M A RA A dilemma was raised before the Sages: If 


one unwittingly soaked asafoetida on 
Shabbat, what is the halakha? Rav Adda from the city of Naresh 
interpreted it before Rav Yosef: If one soaked it, he is liable to 
bring a sin-offering. 


Abaye said to him: But if that is so, if one soaked a piece of meat 
in water, would you also say that he is liable? No cooking was 
performed at all. Rather, Abaye said: It is prohibited by rabbinic 
decree, so that one will not conduct himself on Shabbat in the 
manner in which he conducts himself during the week. 


Rabbi Yohanan raised a dilemma before Rabbi Yannai: What is 

the halakha with regard to soaking asafoetida in cold water on 

Shabbat? Rabbi Yannai said to him: It is prohibited. Rabbi Yohanan 

asked: Didn’t we learn in the mishna: One may not soak asafoe- 
tida in lukewarm water, indicating that it is permitted to soakit in 

cold water? 


Rabbi Yannai said to him: If so, that is the difference between my 
knowledge and yours, as I am able to analyze the halakha more 
profoundly. In this case, the mishna is not a reliable source, as the 
mishna expresses an individual opinion." As it was taught in the 
Tosefta: One may neither soak asafoetida in hot water nor in cold 
water. Rabbi Yosei says: In hot water it is prohibited; in cold water 
it is permitted. The mishna that does not prohibit cold water is in 
accordance with the individual opinion of Rabbi Yosei, but the ha- 
lakha is not ruled based on that opinion. 


The Gemara asks: For what purpose is soaked asafoetida prepared? 
The Gemara answers: As a cure for heaviness of the heart. One who 
feels a pain in his heart drinks asafoetida. The Gemara relates: Rav 
Aha bar Yosef felt heaviness in his heart. He came before Mar 
Ukva to ask his advice. Mar Ukva said to him: Go drink the weight 
of three shekels of asafoetida in three days. He went and drank 
on Thursday and Shabbat eve. In the morning, he went and asked 
in the study hall ifhe could drink it on Shabbat. They said to him: 
The Sage from the school of Rav Adda taught, and others say, that 
the Sage from the school of Mar bar Rav Adda taught: A person 
may drink asafoetida on Shabbat, even a kav or two kav, and he 
need not be concerned about the decree prohibiting medicine, 
because asafoetida is drunk by healthy people as well. 


And one may not soak [sholin] vetches - pwan nx pow PX: 
According to the version of the mishna that includes the word 
sholin, the verb means pouring water over vetches to separate 
them from their waste (Rashi). An alternate version is shorin, soak- 
ing, which would be prohibited because the vetches thereby 


become fit for eating. 


The mishna expresses an individual opinion — ANPI pwan 
xm: If it can be demonstrated that the mishna is in accordance 


NOTES 
with the opinion of an individual Sage's opinion, the halakha 
is ruled in accordance with the unattributed mishna. It would 
be in accordance with the majority opinion found in the more 
detailed source. This concept appears, in a very different form, 
in the Jerusalem Talmud, which cited Rabbi Yohanan as saying: 
For naught we have toiled, meaning, all the toil in studying and 
analyzing this mishna has been for naught, and he must accept 
the halakha from his teacher. 
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Removing a shirt from a reed... 
ADIT YP 1 ON) Map NANI ANT... 


and if it is a weaver's vessel, etc. — 
If garment was hung to dry 
on a reed that was not designated as a vessel, the garment may be 
removed. However, the reed may not be moved, as it is set-aside. If, 
however, one hung the garment on a vessel, even a vessel whose pri- 
mary function is for prohibited labor, it is permitted even to move the 


Rav Aha bar Yosef said to them: With regard to drinking, I have no di- 
lemma. When I raised a dilemma, it is with regard to soaking asafoetida; 
what is the halakha? Rav Hiyya bar Avin said to them: There was an 
incident that happened with me, and I came and asked that question to 
Rav Adda bar Ahava, and he did not have an answer for it. I came and 
asked Rav Huna, and he said that this is what Rav is saying: One may 
soak asafoetida in cold water and place it in the sun to warm it so it will 
be fit to drink. 


The Gemara asks: Was Rav’s ruling according to the opinion of the one 
who permitted soaking asafoetida in cold water? The Gemara answers: 
His ruling could be even according to the opinion of the one who pro- 
hibited doing so; this prohibition applies only when he had not drunk 
asafoetida at all; however, here, since he drank it on Thursday and on 
Shabbat eve, if he does not drink on Shabbat he would thereby be en- 
dangered. Therefore, he is permitted even to soak the asafoetida. 


The Gemara relates another incident involving Rav Aha bar Yosef: Rav 
Aha bar Yosef was walking and leaning on the shoulder of Rav Nahman 
bar Yitzhak, his sister’s son. Rav Aha said to him: When we arrive at 
Rav Safra’s house, bring me in. When they arrived, Rav Nahman 
brought him in. Rav Aha then raised a dilemma before Rav Safra: What 
is the halakha pertaining to rubbing and thereby softening a linen shirt 
that is hard after being laundered on Shabbat? Does one intend to soften 
the shirt, and one may well do so? Or perhaps he intends to generate 
whiteness in the shirt, and it is prohibited? Rav Safra said to him: He 
intends to soften, and one may well do so. 


When Rav Aha emerged and came from Rav Safra’s house, Rav Nahman 
said to him: What dilemma did the Master raise before Rav Safra? Rav 
Aha said to him: I raised the following dilemma before him: What is 
the halakha pertaining to rubbing and thereby softening a linen shirt on 
Shabbat, and he said to me: One may well do so. 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak asked: And let the Master raise the same di- 
lemma with regard to rubbing a scarf. He replied: I did not raise the 
dilemma with regard to a scarf, as I raised it before Rav Huna. And he 
resolved it for me and said that it is permitted (Rif). 


Rav Nahman asked him: And let the Master resolve the dilemma with 
regard to a shirt from Rav Huna’s ruling with regard to a scarf. Rav Aha 
said to him: There is a difference between the cases: There, in the case 
of a shirt, it appears that one is generating whiteness, whereas here, in 
the case of a scarf, it does not appear that one is generating whiteness, 
as people are not so particular with the whiteness of a scarf, and one’s 
intention is undoubtedly to soften it." 


Rav Hisda said: With regard to this linen shirt, 


to remove it from the reed upon which it is hanging is permitted; how- 
ever, to remove the reed from it is prohibited. Since the reed is not a 
vessel, it is set-aside. Rava said: And ifit is hung on a weaver’s vessel," it 
is permitted to remove the vessel as well. Although its primary function 
is for a prohibited labor, since it is a vessel, it may be moved. 


Rav Hisda said: This bundle of vegetables, if it is suitable for animal 
food, it is permitted to move it on Shabbat, but if not, it is prohibited 
to move it." 


HALAKHA 


vessel (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 25:18; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 308116). 


Moving bundles of vegetables — py mban dbp: Bundles of vegeta- 
bles or soft hay (Mishna Berura) that were prepared as animal food may 
be moved on Shabbat, even if they are large (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 26:16; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 308:28). 


HALAKHA 
Softening clothes - w33 713°: On Shab- 
bat, one is permitted to rub clothes that 
have hardened after washing and drying 
in order to soften them. However, accord- 
ing to the version of the Gemara cited in 
the Beit Yosef, it is prohibited to rub a scarf 
and other linen garments, because the 
brushing of the garment constitutes the 
prohibited act of whitening (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 22:17; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 302:5). 
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BACKGROUND 
Meat hook - Ka YA: 


Hook used for meat 


HALAKHA 


The proper manner of breaking bread - mwya 117: 
One should not cut a small slice of bread because it ap- 


pears miserly, and one should not cut a slice larger than 
the volume of an egg because it appears gluttonous 
(Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Berakhot 7:3). 


LANGUAGE 


Neck [unka] — xpax: From the Arabic gis, ung, mean- 


ing neck. 
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Rav Hiyya bar Ashi said that Rav said as follows: In the case of 
this hook, if it is used for hanging meat,’ it is permitted to 
move it, as it is also suitable for other uses. However, if it is a 
hook for hanging fish, it is prohibited to move it, because it 
smells bad (Rabbeinu Hananel) and is used exclusively for fish. 


Rav Ketina said: One who stands on a board in the middle of 
a bed, it is as though he were standing on the stomach of a 
woman. Just as he would certainly injure the woman, he will 
certainly break the bed (ge’onim). The Gemara comments: And 
it is not a correct matter, and it is not accepted as halakha. 


On the topic of the bundle of vegetables, the Gemara cites ad- 
ditional advice on similar issues that Rav Hisda said to poor 
scholars experiencing difficulty earning a livelihood: A student 
of a Torah academy who buys vegetables should buy long 
ones. A bundle is a bundle, and they have a standard thickness 
at a standard price. However, the addition of length comes on 
its own for free. 


And Rav Hisda also said: A student of a Torah academy who 
buys reeds should buy long ones, since a bundle is a bundle. 
Bundles of reeds have a standard thickness, but the length 
comes on its own for free. 


And Rav Hisda further said: A student of a Torah academy 
who does not have much bread should not eat a vegetable, 
because it whets the appetite. And Rav Hisda said: I neither 
ate a vegetable in my state of poverty, nor did I eat a vegetable 
in my state of wealth. In my poverty, I did not eat a vegetable 
because it whets the appetite. In my wealth, I did not eat a 
vegetable because I said: Where a vegetable enters, let meat 
and fish enter instead. 


And Rav Hisda said: A student ofa Torah academy who does 

not have much bread should not cut it into thin slices; rather, 
he should eat what he has in one helping. And Rav Hisda said: 

A student of a Torah academy who does not have much bread 

should not break it" for guests. What is the reason? As he will 

not do so in a generous manner. And Rav Hisda said: Origi- 
nally, I would not break bread until I placed my hand in the 

entire dish to assure that I found that there was enough bread 

to meet my needs. 


And Rav Hisda also said: One who is able to eat barley bread 
and nevertheless eats wheat bread violates the prohibition 
against wanton destruction. One who wastes resources is com- 
parable to one who destroys items of value. And Rav Pappa 
said: One who is able to drink beer and nevertheless drinks 
wine violates the prohibition against wanton destruction. The 
Gemara comments: And this is not a correct matter, as the 
prohibition against destruction of one’s body takes prece- 
dence. It is preferable for one to care for his body by eating 
higher quality food than to conserve his money. 


And Rav Hisda said: A student of a Torah academy who has 
no oil should wash, i.e., smear himself, with ditch water, as the 
scum that accumulates in it is as useful as oil. 


And Rav Hisda said: A student of a Torah academy who buys 
meat should buy from the neck [unka], as there are three 
types of meat there. 


And Rav Hisda said: A student ofa Torah academy who buys 
a linen shirt [kitonita] should buy it from those who work by 
the river Abba, and should wash it every thirty days, so that 
it will last him for the twelve months of the year. And I guar- 
antee that the shirt will remain in good shape. The Gemara 
comments: What is the meaning of kitonita? A fine class [kita], 
as fine clothing provide one entry into a well-dressed class of 
people. 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


xnoyy DMY NY IVI TaN NWN) 
TKN won ASAIN 


apc wy eb IVI aX TEN INN) 
MYST aa ab minh apswixd 
KaD DEPPA PINT Kgy 


S PA D KTDI 3717 X 
KI NATI phon xb 130724 BNI 
aD; 


nan pon xb yb xpy phon xd 
xy mba KD AVA 1b) wha 
AD 733 2AT KPI PDN] 


man” WIT KY WYN KIIK INP XPD 
aa” KYY 


XII KYL ANY NINE KPR D 
TIX xb x13) anh NIN — KPR PT 
Sn) NOS TIN TET TY AN? 


> NYT PAN PIDDI Ny PW py” 
RK Spy) 7 yo ag ILKAN KA NT 
py bp masa prawn px 


pray) ppopnn van nada pars ANA 
PPIX DAIM KPIT DIT YI 8D 
mma ned] panin i mana aa proia 

nawai 


ix »yds KONN param Kway 193 
aps INAK İK pyb XDDK 


TIN DIIN DAIM WANT pow XA 
pred upoor Kb- TINN) 


And Rav Hisda said: A student of a Torah academy should not sit 
on a new mat, as its dampness ruins his garments. 


And Rav Hisda said: A student of a Torah academy should not give 
his clothes to his host to wash for him, as that is not proper behav- 
ior, for the host might see something on it, such as signs ofa seminal 
emission, and he will be demeaned in the eyes of his host. 


After citing Rav Hisda’s recommendations to students, the Gemara 
cites his advice to his daughters. Rav Hisda said to his daughters: Be 
modest before your husbands; do not eat bread before your 
husbands," lest you eat too much and be demeaned in their eyes. 


Similarly, he advised: Do not eat vegetables at night, as vegetables 
cause bad breath. Do not eat dates at night and do not drink beer at 
night, as these loosen the bowels. And do not relieve yourself in the 
place where your husbands relieve themselves, so that they will not 
be revolted by you. 


And when a person calls at the door seeking to enter, do not say: 
Whois it, in the masculine form, but rather: Who is it, in the feminine 
form. Avoid creating the impression that you have dealings with other 
men. 


In order to demonstrate the value of modesty to his daughters, Rav 
Hisda held a pearl in one hand and a clod of earth in the other. The 
pearl he showed them immediately, and the clod of earth, he did 
not show them until they were upset due to their curiosity, and then 
he showed it to them. This taught them that a concealed object is 
more attractive than one on display, even if it is less valuable. 


We learned in the mishna: One may not soak vetches in water in order 
to separate them from their chaff. However, one may take the straw in 
a sieve and place it into the trough of an animal. The Gemara com- 
ments: The mishna is not in accordance with the opinion of this 
tanna, as it was taught in a baraita: Rabbi Eliezer ben Yaakov says: 
One may not look at a sieve at all on Shabbat, lest one come to violate 
the prohibited labor of selecting. 


MI S HN A One may sweep hay from before an animal 


that is being fattened, and one may move hay 
to the sides for an animal that grazes on its own in the field (Rab- 
beinu Hananel);" this is the statement of Rabbi Dosa. And the Rab- 
bis prohibit doing so. One may take hay from before this animal and 
place it before that animal on Shabbat. 


G E M ARA“4 dilemma was raised before the Sages: Do 


the Rabbis, who are stringent, disagree with 
the first clause of Rabbi Dosa’s statement, or do they disagree with 
the latter clause of the mishna, or do they disagree with both clauses? 


Come and hear a resolution from that which was taught in a baraita. 
And the Rabbis say: With regard to both this, hay placed before an 
animal set aside for fattening, and that, hay placed before an animal 
that grazes on its own, one may not move it to the sides. Apparently, 
the Rabbis rule stringently in both cases. 


Do not eat bread before your husbands — ‘53 KAT) phon xb 
337123: Some commentaries explain that this prohibition i is referring 
to a case where the husband has already eaten his fill. If his wife con- 
tinues eating, she will appear gluttonous in his eyes (Meri). Alternately, 
Rav Hisda is not referring to eating at mealtimes; rather, he is advising 
that a wife should not eat between meals (Rabbi Ya'akov Emden). 


NOTES 


An animal that is being fattened...an animal that grazes on its 
own in the field - *y77...0971: In the Jerusalem Talmud, it is ex- 
plained that an animal thatis being fattened will not eat certain foods, 
since it is accustomed to eating quality food. An animal grazing on 
its own will eat these lesser-quality foods, since food is less readily 
available to it. 
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HALAKHA 

Sweeping a trough — Dia naa: On Shabbat, one may not 
sweep the bottom of a trough used by an ox that is being fat- 
tened, even if the trough is an actual vessel and not a trough 
formed in the ground. This is a rabbinic decree due to the concern 
lest one level holes in the ground when using a trough formed in 
the ground. This ruling is in accordance with the opinion of the 
Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 26:19; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 324:15). 


An animal whose mouth is fine - 79 Paw mama: On Shabbat, 
one may move food that was placed before a donkey and place 
it before an ox, but not the opposite, because the food will be 
spoiled by the ox’s saliva and the donkey will not eat it. Therefore, 
the ox's food is set-aside (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shab- 
bat 26:19; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 324714). 


Perek XX 
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HALAKHA 


Straw that is on top of a bed — wait ’aa byw wpm: If there is 
straw on a bed, which is presumably set-aside because it might 
be used for kindling, it is prohibited to move it on Shabbat with 
one’s hands. However, one may move the straw with one's body 
in an atypical manner. If the straw was prepared as animal food, 
or if one placed a pillow or a sheet on it before Shabbat, it is not 
set-aside and one is allowed to shake it off with one’s hands 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 25:22; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 311:8). 


Laundry press - 7923 W23: If one's garments were placed 
in a professional launderer's press after they were washed, it is 
prohibited to remove them on Shabbat, even for Shabbat use. The 
press is tightly sealed, and loosening it is similar to disassembling 
a building. However, if the garments are in a homeowner's press, 
which is more loosely sealed, it is permissible to loosen the press 
and remove the clothing on Shabbat (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 26:12; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 302:4). 


NOTES 

However, one may not press clothing with it on Shabbat - bax 
paia xb: Rashi explains that pressing garments on Shabbat 
is prohibited because it is considered a weekday activity and 
it is inappropriate to perform actions of that sort on Shabbat. 
Other commentaries state that there is a concern that one may 
forcefully wedge together the components of the press, thereby 
performing the prohibited labor of building (Rashash). 


He may loosen it completely — tap ny waa: A variant reading of 
the mishna states: He identifies his garments and removes them. 
In other words, if the launderer’'s press was already loosened, one 
who recognizes his articles of clothing may remove them from 
among the others (see Melekhet Shlomo). 
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Rav Hisda said: This dispute is with regard to a trough" 
formed in the ground; however, with regard to a trough which 
is a vessel, everyone agrees that it is permitted. The Gemara 
expresses surprise: Is there anyone who permits doing so in a 
trough formed in the ground? Isn’t one leveling holes and 
thereby performing the prohibited labors of building or plow- 
ing? Rather, if it was stated, it was stated as follows: Rav Hisda 
said: This dispute applies only to a trough that is a vessel; 
however, with regard to a trough formed in the ground, ev- 
eryone agrees that it is prohibited, due to the concern lest one 
level holes. 


We also learned in the mishna: One may take hay from before 
this animal and place it before that animal. It was taught in one 
baraita: One may take hay from before an animal whose 
mouth is fine and place it before an animal whose mouth is 
foul. And it was taught in another baraita: One may take hay 
from before an animal whose mouth is foul and place it in 
front of an animal whose mouth is fine. There is an apparent 
contradiction between the two baraitot. 


Abaye said: Both this baraita and that baraita hold that one 

may take hay from before a donkey and place it before an ox. 
However, one may not take hay from before an ox and place it 

before a donkey. The formulation of the baraitot can be ex- 
plained as follows: That which was taught: One may take hay 
from before an animal whose mouth is fine," is referring to a 

donkey, and the reason the baraita says its mouth is fine is be- 
cause it has no spittle. Therefore, the donkey does not dampen 

the remaining hay with its saliva. And the statement: And one 

may place it before an animal whose mouth is foul, is referring 
to a cow, 


which has spittle. 


And that which was taught in the other baraita: One may take 
hay from before an animal whose mouth is foul, is referring to 
a donkey. Its mouth is foul because it does not discern be- 
tween different foods and it eats everything. And the statement: 
One may place it before an animal whose mouth is fine, is 
referring to a cow, which discerns between different foods and 
only then it eats. 


MI S H N A With regard to straw that is on top of a 


bed," if a person wishes to lie on it, he 
may not move it with his hand to smooth it, as the straw is set 
aside for kindling; rather, he may move it with his body. Since 
moving straw with one’s body is not the usual manner, it is 
permitted. And if the straw was designated as animal food, or 
a pillow or sheet was on it, which would clearly indicate that 
the straw was placed on the bed so one could sleep on it, the 
straw is not considered set-aside, and one may move it even 


with his hand. 


Apress which belongs to a homeowner, one may loosen it on 
Shabbat. This press is used to dry and press clothing after laun- 
dering. One loosens it to remove clothing from it. However, one 
may not press clothing with it on Shabbat." And in the case of 
a press that belongs to a launderer," which is made specifically 
for pressing and requires professional expertise for its operation, 
one may not touch it. Rabbi Yehuda says: If the launderer’s 
press was loosened somewhat on Shabbat eve, he may loosen 
it completely" on Shabbat and remove the garment. 
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G E M ARA With regard to moving items that are set aside, 

the Gemara cites that which Rav Nahman 
said: This radish, which was buried in the earth, ifit was buried from 
top to bottom, with its wide end at the top and its narrow end at the 
bottom, it is permitted to remove it on Shabbat. When the radish is 
buried in that manner, one does not move the earth when he removes 
the radish. However, ifthe radish was buried in the earth from bottom 
to top, with the wide end at the bottom, it is prohibited. 


Rav Adda bar Abba said: They say in the school of Rav: We already 
learned in the mishna that the halakha is not in accordance with the 

opinion of Rav Nahman: With regard to straw on top ofa bed, one 

may not move it with his hand, but he may move it with his body. 
And if it is animal food, or a pillow or sheet is on it, he may move 

it even with his hand. Conclude from here that moving an item in 

an atypical manner" is not considered moving. The Gemara con- 
cludes: Indeed, conclude from here that this is indeed the case. 


The Gemara cites a somewhat similar case." Rav Yehuda said: In the 

case of these peppers, crushing them" one by one with the handle 

of a knife is permitted. However, crushing two at a time is prohib- 
ited, because it appears to bea prohibited labor. Rava said: Since he 

alters the manner in which he performs this activity, even crushing 
many at a time is also permitted. 


Rav Yehuda also said: One who bathes in water should first dry 
himself immediately upon exiting," and then ascend to the coast, lest 
he come to carry the remaining drops of water on his body four cu- 
bits in a karmelit. 


The Gemara asks: If so, if there is a concern about carrying water, there 
should be concern when one descends into the water as well. In that 
case, his force propels water four cubits into the river, and it should 
be prohibited. The Gemara answers: With regard to movement that 
results from his force in a karmelit, the Sages did not issue a decree. 
Since one does not directly propel the water, but the water moves only 
as an extension of his motion, and since the river is a karmelit, and the 
prohibition to carry there is only a rabbinic law, the Sages did not issue 
a decree for one who descends into the water. 


Ina similar decree, Abaye said, and some say that it was stated by Rav 
Yehuda: If one has mud on his foot, he may wipe it" on the ground 
on Shabbat, but he may not wipe it on a wall. 


Rava said: What is the reason that he may not wipe it off on a wall? 
Is it because it appears like building, as he is adding plaster to the 
wall? That is the building of a field laborer, which is not an actual 
building. There is no concern in that case because in adding plaster to 
that building, one does not perform the prohibited labor of building. 


Rather, Rava said: On the contrary, He may wipe it on a wall, but 
he may not wipe it on the ground. This is due to the concern lest 
one come to level holes in the ground while wiping his foot. 


It is stated that other amora’im disputed this issue. Mar, son of Ravi- 
na, said: Both this, wiping the mud on a wall, and that, wiping the 
mud on the ground, are prohibited. Rav Pappa said: Both this and 
that are permitted. 


The Gemara asks: According to the opinion of Mar, son of Ravina, 
with what may he wipe his foot? The Gemara answers: Even accord- 
ing to his opinion, there is a permitted manner to clean his foot; he 
wipes it on a beam on the ground. 


Rava said: A person should not sit on Shabbat right at the entrance 
to a closed alleyway" where a side post is placed as a symbolic parti- 
tion enabling one to carry inside the alleyway. The reason for this is 
that perhaps an object will roll into the public domain and one will 
come to get it, as there is no conspicuous demarcation between inside 
and outside the alleyway. 


ublisher 


HALAKHA 


Moving an item in an atypical manner — bop 
‘4¥77 m: Objects that one is prohibited to move 
on Shabbat are prohibited only if they are 
moved in their typical manner. Moving these 
items in an indirect manner is permitted (Ram- 
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 25:14-15; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 311:8). 


Crushing peppers — Da3 nt: One is per- 
mitted to crush peppers on Shabbat if they are 
to be eaten on Shabbat (Mishna Berura) and if 
they are crushed in an unusual manner, even 
if one crushes a large amount at one time. For 
instance, one may crush them with the handle 
of a knife and in a bowl, as opposed to utilizing 
a mortar and pestle. This ruling is in accordance 
with the view of Rava (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 25:14-15; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 321:7). 


Emerging from a river — 737 pa TN: One 
who bathes in a river on Shabbat (see Mishna 
Berura) must dry off thoroughly when emerging 
from the water so that no water will remain on 
his body and be carried four cubits in a karmelit. 
This ruling is in accordance with Rav Yehuda 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 15:22; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 326:7). 


If one has mud on his foot, he may wipe it, 
etc. — 15) inap thar aa yw wy: One who 
has mud on his shoe or on his foot may wipe 
it off on a wall but not on the ground, due to 
concern that one might level holes, as stated 
by Rava. Some authorities prohibit wiping the 
mud off on a wall and permit only the use of a 
beam, in accordance with the opinion of Mar, 
son of Ravina (Rif). Other commentaries even 
permit the use of the ground, in accordance 
with Rav Pappa's opinion (Rosh). The later com- 
mentaries did not reach a consensus on this 
issue, although most of them agreed that only 
a wall should be used. This is the ruling of the 
Beit Yosef, in accordance with the decision of 
the majority of early commentaries. The Bah, 
however, favored the more stringent approach 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 21:2; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 302:6). 


Sitting at the entrance to an alleyway — 72» 
‘2127 Maa: Although the law permits one to 
utilize and carry under the beam marking the 
entrance to an alleyway, a person should none- 
theless not sit by the edge of the alleyway or by 
the side post (Mishna Berura), lest an object roll 
out of his hand and he come to retrieve it from 
the public domain, as stated by Rava (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 17:17; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 365:5). 


NOTES 

The succession of topics in the Gemara — ban 
KWI Nap: The Gemara seems to be present- 
ing aseries of unrelated halakhot. Nevertheless, 
he items share several common features. In 
particular, all the cases involve rabbinic decrees 
hat prohibit actions that could lead to perfor- 
mance of a prohibited labor, although each ac- 
ion in and of itself lacks even the appearance 
of a prohibition. Some commentaries state that 
most of these decrees are in accordance with 
he opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, who holds that 
an unintentional act is prohibited (Tosefot Rid). 
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HALAKHA ——— 
A person may not position a barrel - x33 Wwy% say xd: 
It is prohibited to straighten or tilt a full (Mishna Berura) 
barrel on the ground on Shabbat. Since it is heavy, one will 
inevitably even out holes in the ground (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 337:4). 


Rags in the mouth of a jug - 73°53 p3: It is prohibited 
to stuff wet (Mishna Berura) rags into the mouth of a jug 
on Shabbat, because one will inevitably squeeze the liquid 
out of them (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 22:15; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 320:16). 


Mortar that is on one’s garment - 1732 °33 byw ww: If one 
has mortar on his clothing, he may rub it off from the inside, 
since it does not have the appearance of laundering. He may 
not rub it off from the outside. It is also permitted to scrape 
it off with a fingernail, as that is considered atypical, as per 
the opinion of Rav Huna. Some authorities explain that this 
halakha applies only to wet mud. However, it is prohibited 
to rub off dry mud, because that constitutes the prohibited 
labor of grinding (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
22:17; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 302:7). 


NODES ——————— 
A person may not position a barrel - x03 Wy% say xd: 
Some commentaries explain that this means that one should 
not tip a barrel on its side to pour from it, due to the possibil- 
ity that the edge of the barrel will dig a hole in the ground. 
Instead, one should lift the barrel off of the ground and then 
pour from it (geonim). 


LANGUAGE 


Jug [shisha] - xw»w: From the Middle Persian šīšag, mean- 
ing bottle or jug. 


Perek XX 
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—— ~ HALAKHA 
Scraping off a shoe - bym Tm: It is prohibited to scrape 
dirt off both a new and an old shoe on Shabbat, with a knife 
or with a fingernail. Scraping is tantamount to the labor of 
smoothing the leather, in accordance with the baraita taught 
by Rabbi Hiyya. However, one may scrape the dirt off a shoe 
against a wall (Magen Avraham; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 22:18; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 302:8). 


One may not smear oil on one’s foot, etc. — briny po x) 
"31 PAW: It is prohibited to smear oil on one's foot on Shabbat 
while wearing a new (Rambam) shoe or sandal because that 
approximates tanning. However, it is permitted to smear oil 
on one's foot and then put on a shoe or smear oil on one’s 
entire body in order to rest on a leather carpet, as long as 
there is not enough oil to tan the leather and the intention 
is not to process the leather (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 23:10; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 327:4). 
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And Rava also said a similar decree: A person may not position 
a barrel" on a dirt floor, lest he come to level holes in the 
ground while smoothing the surface upon which he is position- 
ing the barrel. 


And furthermore, Rava said: A person may not stuff a rag into 
the mouth of a jug [shisha]" on Shabbat, lest he come to vio- 
late the prohibition of squeezing liquid from the cloth. 


Rav Kahana said: With regard to mortar that is on one’s gar- 
ment" on Shabbat, one may rub it off from the inside, but one 

may not rub it off from the outside, because that is comparable 

to the prohibited labor of laundering. 


The Gemara raises an objection from that which we learned: 
With regard to mortar that is on one’s shoe, he may scrape it 
off with the back ofa knife as a departure from the typical man- 
ner of scraping. And mortar which is on one’s clothes, he may 
scrape off with his fingernail, as long as he does not rub it. The 
Gemara asks: What, is it not saying that he may not rub it at 
all? The Gemara rejects that premise: No, it is saying that he 
may not rub it from the outside, rather from the inside. 


Rabbi Abbahu said that Rabbi Elazar said that Rabbi Yannai 
said: One may scrape mud off of a new shoe on Shabbat, but 
not off of an old shoe, because a layer of the shoe will be re- 
moved, which constitutes the prohibited labor of smoothing. 


With what does one scrape it off? Rabbi Abahu said: With 
the back of a knife, which is a departure from the typical man- 
ner of doing so. 


A certain Elder said to Rabbi Abbahu: Delete your teaching 
before this statement taught by Rabbi Hiyya: One may not 
scrape at all; neither a new shoe nor an old shoe," and one 
may not smear oil on one’s foot" while it is inside the shoe or 
inside the sandal, as the oil is absorbed by the leather of the 
shoe and strengthens it, which constitutes performance of the 
prohibited labor of tanning. However, one may smear oil on 
his foot in the typical manner and place it afterward in a shoe 
or in a sandal, and he need not be concerned that this oil will 
enhance the shoe leather. And he may likewise smear oil on his 
entire body with oil and roll on a leather carpet, and he need 
not be concerned. 


Rav Hisda said: They only taught this in a case where he does 
so in order to polish the sandal or carpet. But if he does so to 
tan the sandal or carpet, it is prohibited. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: Ifhe does so to tan the leather, it 
is obvious that it is prohibited, as tanning is a labor prohibited 
by Torah law. And furthermore: Ifhe does so in order to polish 
it, is there an opinion that permits one to perform this act 
intentionally on Shabbat ab initio? 


Rather, if it was stated, it was stated as follows: Rav Hisda 
said: They only taught that it is permitted to do so on Shabbat 
in a case where one smears a measure sufficient only to polish 
it; however, if one smears a measure sufficient to tan it, it is 
prohibited, even ifhe did not intend to tan the leather. 
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The Sages taught in a baraita: A small person may not go out 
in a too large shoe, due to concern lest the shoe fall off and he 
will come to carry it in the public domain; but he may go out 
in a too large cloak." Even if it does not fit him properly, it will 
certainly not fall off. 


And a woman may not go out on Shabbat in a shoe that is torn 
on top," lest she be mocked, remove it, and carry it on Shabbat. 
Anda shoe of that kind may not be used to perform halitza, as 
it is not a suitable shoe. Halitza is performed by a widow bound 
in a levirate bond with her brother-in-law. However, if she 
performed halitza with it, her halitza is valid, since ultimately 
it is a shoe." 


And one may not go out on Shabbat wearing a new shoe," due 
to the concern that it will not fit properly, and then one will 
remove it and carry it. The Gemara comments: In what case did 
they say that one may not wear a new shoe? They said this with 
regard to a woman’s shoe, as women are very particular about 
having their shoes fit properly. 


Bar Kappara taught: They only taught that she may not go out 
wearing a new shoe on Shabbat if she did not yet go out wearing 
it for any length of time while it was still day. However, if she 
went out wearing it on Shabbat eve, at which point she would 
have ascertained if it fits her, she is permitted to go out wearing 
it on Shabbat. 


One baraita taught: One may remove a shoe from the shoe- 
maker’s last, the frame on which a shoe is shaped, on Shabbat. 
And another baraita taught the opposite: One may not remove 
it. The Gemara explains that this is not difficult: This baraita, 
which prohibits doing so, is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Eliezer, and that baraita, which permits doing so, is in 
accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis. Rabbi Eliezer and 
the Rabbis dispute the applicability of the halakhot of ritual 
purity and impurity in a similar case. 


As we learned in a mishna: A shoe that remains on a last," 
Rabbi Eliezer deems it pure, i.e., unable to become impure, as 
in his opinion the shoe is not yet complete, and therefore it is 
not yet a vessel and cannot become impure. And the Rabbis 
deem it capable of becoming impure, as in their opinion, the 
shoe is completed, and any vessel whose work is complete can 
become ritually impure." Correspondingly, the Rabbis, who 
hold that a shoe on a last is a completed vessel, hold that it may 
be moved on Shabbat." Rabbi Eliezer, who holds that it is an 
incomplete vessel, holds that it may not be moved. 


The Gemara poses a question: It works out well according to 

the opinion of Rava, who said: Moving an object whose pri- 
mary function is for a prohibited use, whether for the purpose 

of utilizing the object itself to perform a permitted action or for 
the purpose of utilizing its place, is permitted. It is well under- 
stood that one may move the last slightly while removing the shoe, 
since removing the shoe is considered utilizing the last’s place. 


However, according to Abaye, who said that for the purpose 
of utilizing the object itself to perform a permitted action, it is 
permitted; however, for the purpose of utilizing its place, it 
is prohibited, what can be said? It is prohibited to move the 
last, which is clearly a utensil whose primary function is for a 
prohibited use. How is it possible to remove the shoe without 
moving the last? 


The Gemara answers: With what are we dealing here? It is with 
a shoe placed loosely on the last, so the shoe can be removed 
without moving the last. As it was taught in a baraita: Rabbi 
Yehuda says: If it was loose, it is permitted. 


HALAKHA 

A small person may not go out ina too large shoe...inatoo 
large cloak — bins piba... Dita byyaa pop xy? K: It is prohibited 
to go out on Shabbat wearing a shoe that is too large, because 
it might fall off and one might come to carry it. However, it is 
permitted to wear a large cloak, in which case no such concern 
exists (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 19:15; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 301:7). 


Halitza with a torn shoe - nyna van Syan: Ab initio, Halitza 
must be performed with a shoe that is whole. Nevertheless, if 
halitza is performed with a torn shoe that is not entirely shred- 
ded (Josafot), the halitza is valid after the fact. If the shoe is so 
torn that it cannot be worn, the halitza is invalid (Rambam 
Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Yibbum VaHalitza 4:19; Shulhan Arukh, 
Even HaEzer 169:21). 


Anda woman may not go out ina shoe that is torn on top... 
wearing a new shoe - wn Syans...parva bya MON KYN xd): 
A woman may not wear a shoe on Shabbat that is torn at the 
top because she might be mocked, causing her to remove the 
shoe and carry it. Likewise, she may not go out wearing a new 
shoe that she has never worn before, because if it does not fit 
her she might remove it. However, the halakha with regard to 
new shoes does not apply to men, since they are not as par- 
ticular about those matters (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 19:15; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 303:13). 


The purity of a new shoe - wan bya Maw: A shoe on a last, 
although it has never been worn, can contract ritual impurity 
imparted by treading because it is a completed vessel. This rul- 
ing is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 24:5). 


Removing a shoe from a last - Dyd% byn byan: It is per- 
mitted to remove a new shoe or an old one (Mishna Berura) 
from a last on Shabbat, since the last is considered a utensil, 
albeit one whose primary function is prohibited. This ruling is 
in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis. One may like- 
wise cause the last to fall away from the shoe (Mishna Berura; 
Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 26:12; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 308:14). 


NOTES 
A shoe that is torn on top [meruppat] — vara bym: Some 
commentaries explain that meruppat means that the shoe is 
too large, so the foot does not fit snugly in the shoe. 


Halitza with a shoe - Syma ayn: The tradition observed 
by the Sages is that the shoe with which halitza is performed 
must be suitable to be worn by the brother-in-law. If the shoe 
is torn on top, the concern is that it might not be suitable for 
wearing. Some explain that a shoe which is completely torn is 
invalid for halitza, even after the fact (Tosafot). 


A shoe that remains on a last — DYÐYN 133 Syw buan: According 
to the Tosefta in tractate Teharot, Rabbi Eliezer and the Rabbis 
disagree whether or not a shoe, which is a cover that protects 
the last, is considered a vessel. 
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The Gemara infers: The reason it is permitted is only because it is 
loose; however, if it is not loose, no, it is prohibited. It works out 
well according to the opinion of Abaye, who said that moving an 
object whose primary function is for a prohibited use for the pur- 
pose of utilizing the object itself to perform a permitted action it is 
permitted; however, for the purpose of utilizing its place, it is pro- 
hibited to move it. It is well understood that it is prohibited to move 
the last ifthe shoe is tightly attached to it. 


However, according to Rava, who said that moving an object whose 
primary function is for a prohibited use, whether for the purpose 
of utilizing the object itself to perform a permitted action or for the 
purpose of utilizing its place, is permitted, why discuss specifically 
a case where it is loose? Even if it were not loose, it should also be 
permitted to move it. 


The Gemara answers: That baraita is the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda in 
the name of Rabbi Eliezer, and it is not a clarification of the opinion 
of the Rabbis. Although Rabbi Eliezer holds that the shoe is not yet 
completed, nevertheless, Rabbi Yehuda says in the name of Rabbi 
Eliezer that it is permitted to carry it. As it was taught in a baraita: 
Rabbi Yehuda says in the name of Rabbi Eliezer: If it was already 
loose and no longer requires a last, it is permitted to move it, since it 
is a completed vessel and no longer needs the last to shape it. 
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This chapter did not come to final halakhic conclusions about the topics it addressed, 
each of which will be discussed further in the tractate. The discussion regarding 
building on Shabbat clarified that there is a distinction between building a perma- 
nent structure, which constitutes the prohibited labor of building, and building a 
temporary structure, which is not prohibited by Torah law. However, the Sages is- 
sued several decrees regarding the construction of temporary structures and created 
many distinctions regarding what is permitted or prohibited in the construction of 
these structures. There are no absolute guidelines, and each case must be analyzed 


separately. 


The discussion regarding food preparation on Shabbat also did not arrive at firm 
conclusions with regard to the full range of relevant topics. The general principle of 
food preparation on Shabbat is that an item that is already edible may be added to and 
improved for human consumption, provided one does not violate any full-fledged 
prohibited labor. Although the chapter also discussed guidelines for preparing animal 
feed, this topic will be fully explained only in Chapter Twenty-four. 
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This chapter, too, deals with the laws of set-aside [muktze], items that are set aside 
and may not be handled on Shabbat, though from a fresh perspective. Here, too, 
the discussion is not about different items that are set aside, but about particular 
categories of items that all agree may not be moved on Shabbat because they are not 
utensils and are not fit to be handled. It was clear to the Sages that such items may 
not be handled directly; the discussion in this chapter primarily addresses the ques- 
tion of whether it is permitted to move these types of set-aside items, and set-aside 
items generally, through another object or for the sake of something else. In order 
to do this, it is necessary to clarify somewhat the scope of the concept of a base for a 
forbidden article. This refers to a utensil upon which a set-aside item rests; the utensil 
which serves as the base may not be handled, just as though it itself were set-aside. 
It is necessary to explain the circumstances in which it is permitted to remove the 
set-aside object in order to use the items that lie underneath or which are connected 
to it in some other way. The details of this halakha form the content of this chapter. 


Introduction to 
Perek XXI 
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MI S H N A A person may take his son in his hands on Shabbat, 


and even though there is a stone, which is a set-aside 
item, in the child’s hand," it is not prohibited to pick up the child. And it is 
permissible to take a basket with a stone inside it on Shabbat. And one 
may move ritually impure teruma, which may not be eaten and is set-aside, 
with ritually pure teruma, as well as with non-sacred produce. 


Rabbi Yehuda says: One may even lift a measure of teruma that was nulli- 
fied from a mixture’ of one hundred measures of non-sacred produce and 
one measure of feruma. When a measure of teruma is mixed with non-sacred 
produce, if the non-sacred produce is one hundred times the measure of 
teruma, the teruma is nullified. However, the Sages instituted that one must 
remove an amount equivalent to that measure of teruma and give it to a 
priest. The remainder is considered non-sacred produce. Rabbi Yehuda 
permits removing that measure on Shabbat to render the mixture permitted 
to eat. 


G E M ARA Rava said: If one carried out a living baby to the 
public domain on Shabbat, and the baby had a 
purse that was hanging around his neck," he is liable for carrying out the 


purse. However, one who carried out a dead baby, with a purse hanging 
around his neck, is exempt. 


Rava said: If one carried out a living baby to the public domain on Shabbat, 
and a purse was hanging around the baby’s neck, he is liable for carrying 
out the purse. The Gemara asks: And let him be liable for carrying out the 
baby as well. 


The Gemara responds: Rava holds in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Natan," who said: A living being carries itself. Therefore, one who 
carries a living being from one domain to another is not liable. 


The Gemara asks: And let the purse be negated relative to the baby; and 
he should be exempt for carrying out the purse as well. Didn’t we learn in 
a mishna: One who carries out a living person on a bed is exempt even 
for carrying out the bed, because the bed is secondary to the person? The 
same should be said with regard to the purse, relative to the baby. 


The Gemara answers: Ina case where a bed is relative to a living being, the 
living being negates it, as the bed is needed to carry the person and is sec- 
ondary to him. However, in a case where a purse is relative to a baby, the 
baby does not negate it, since it is independently significant. 


And Rava said: One who carried out a dead baby with a purse hanging 
around the baby’s neckis exempt. The Gemara asks: And let him be liable 
for carrying out the baby. The Gemara answers: Rava holds in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, who said: With regard to any labor 
that is not needed for its own sake, one is exempt for performing it on 
Shabbat. One who carries out a corpse does not do so because he needs it; 
rather, he does so for the sake of the corpse, i.e., to bury it or to move it from 
a degrading place. Therefore, he has not performed a labor prohibited by 
Torah law. Similarly, he is also exempt for carrying out the purse because 
due to his distress and mourning he negates the purse, as it is insignificant 
relative to the baby. 


NOTES 


One may lift from a mixture - yaman ne pwn: Nullification is an 
important concept in the halakhot governing mixtures of prohibited 
and permitted foods. In principle, when a portion of prohibited 
‘ood is mixed together with a larger amount of permitted food, the 
prohibited food is nullified by the permitted food. The proportion of 
permitted food to prohibited food necessary for nullification varies 
based on the nature of the mixture and the prohibition. 

For example, one hundred units of permitted grain are required 
o nullify one unit of teruma. If the ratio in the mixture is less than 
hat, the entire mixture assumes the legal status of teruma and may 
be eaten only by a priest. In either case, the Sages require that one 
unit be removed from the mixture and given to a priest as teruma. 


That is done in order to prevent the priests from incurring financial 
loss; otherwise, they would lose the rights to the teruma in the 
mixture. 


Rava holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Natan - x31 
mb xT 12 "DID: Rava himself is of the opinion that everyone 
agrees with Rabbi Natan that a living being carries itself. However, 
since this is not explicitly stated, the Gemara presents Rava's opinion 
simply as being in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Natan 
(Rabbeinu Aharon HaLevi). Alternatively, the Rabbis only concede to 
Rabbi Natan with regard to a baby able to walk. Here, the Gemara is 
also referring to an infant who cannot yet walk (Rashba). 


HALAKHA 
A child holding a set-aside item in his 
hand - iva aypa pran piv: On Shabbat, if a 
child longs for his father to lift him, itis permitted 
for the father to lift the child even if he is holding a 
stone in his hand (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 25:16; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 309:1). 


A baby with a purse hanging around his 
neck — isa nbn D931 pivm: One who carries a 
living baby with a purse hanging around his neck 
on Shabbat is liable for carrying the purse, since 
the purse is not secondary to the baby (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 18:17). 
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NOTES 
Who has longings — 13493 b ww: Some commentar- 
ies explain that the baby longs for the stone and would 
cry if his father would take it from him. Therefore, the 
Sages permit the father to carry both of them (Josefot 
Rid). 


Perek XXI 
Daf 142 Amud a 


NOTES 
Even a dinar as well — 133 87 yaw: Rashi ruled strin- 
gently that one may not even hold the hand ofa baby 
who is carrying money. The Ramban explains that the 
Sages issued a decree prohibiting only lifting the baby, 
lest he come to lift the dinar with his own hands. 


The basket should be a base for a prohibited object — 
snows IT pa h22 nam: Some commentaries ex- 

plained that this halakha is not based on the halakhot 
of a base for a prohibited object because those do not 
apply in a case where one forgets and misplaces the 

prohibited object on the base. Therefore, it is a mis- 
nomer to use the term: A base for a prohibited object. 
Rather, the Gemara asks why one needs to move the 

stone at all (Tosefot Rid). Others explained that the Ge- 
mara is referring to all cases involving baskets, including 

one where a stone is purposely placed in the basket. 
Furthermore, even in a case where one forgot the stone 

in the basket, the Sages only permitted carrying the 

basket in an unusual manner (Meiri). 


HALAKHA 

A basket of fruit with a stone inside it - niva nbsba 
#3 yar: On Shabbat, if a basket full of fruit has a stone 
inside it, and the fruit will be ruined if spilled on the 
ground, as is the case with figs or grapes, one may lift 
and carry the basket with the fruit and the stone in it. 
However, if the fruit will not be ruined if spilled on the 
ground, one spills the fruit and the stone out of the bas- 
ket, replaces the fruit and carries the basket (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 25:16; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 309:3). 


And let him...take the fruits in his hands - wyp» 
pa: On Shabbat, when fruits lie scattered in a court- 
yard, one may not gather them into a basket as one 
would do during the week. Rather, one should lift a few 
at a time and eat them (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
335:5). 


A broken basket - namna 7372: A basket with a hole 
sealed by a stone may be carried on Shabbat, because 
the stone is part of the side of the basket (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 25:16; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 335:2). 
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We learned in the mishna: A person may take his son in his hands on 
Shabbat; and this is permitted even though there is a stone in the child’s 
hand. As it can be inferred from this mishna that the stone is negated 
relative to the child, why, then, is he liable in the case of a purse hanging 
around a live baby’s neck? Let the purse be negated relative to the baby. 
The Sages of the school of Rabbi Yannai say: You cannot infer from this 
mishna that the stone is negated and therefore it is permitted to move 
it. Rather, the mishna is referring to a baby who has longings" for his 
father. It is permitted for the father to move the stone because if the 
father does not lift him, the baby might take ill. 


The Gemara asks: If so, 


why does the mishna refer specifically to moving a stone? The same 
should hold true even for a dinar, as well.“ Why, then, did Rava say: 
They only taught this in a case where the child has a stone in his hand; 
however, if the child has a dinar in his hand, it is prohibited to lift the 
child? The Gemara answers: Actually, lifting the child with a dinar 
should also be permitted. However, the Sages issued a decree prohibit- 
ing lifting the child with a dinar because with regard to a stone, ifit falls, 
his father will not come to bring it. However, with regard to a dinar, if 
it falls, his father will come to bring it. 


It was taught in a baraita in accordance with the opinion of Rava: On 
Shabbat, one who carries out his clothes to the public domain while 
they are folded and placed on his shoulder, and his sandals on his feet 
and his rings in his hand, not on his fingers, is liable. And if he was 
wearing them, he is exempt for all of them, as they are negated relative 
to him. 


One who carries out a person with his garments on him, and his 

sandals on his feet, and his rings on the fingers of his hands, i.e., wear- 
ing all of his clothes and jewelry in the typical manner, is exempt, 
whereas ifhe carried them out as they are, i.e., the person was holding 
his clothes in his hands, he is liable for carrying out the clothes, just as 

Rava said. 


We learned in the mishna: And it is permissible to take a basket with a 
stone inside it on Shabbat. The Gemara asks: And why may he do so? 
The basket should be a base for a prohibited object," and a base fora 
prohibited object is set-aside and may not be moved on Shabbat. Rabba 
bar bar Hana said that Rabbi Yohanan said: Here, we are dealing with 
a basket full of fruit." The basket is a base for permitted items as well, 
not only a base for the stone. The Gemara asks: Why may he move the 
basket and the stone? There is an alternative. And let him throw the 
fruit and throw the stone out of the basket, and take the fruit in his 
hands," and there will be no need to move the stone. The Gemara an- 
swers: As Rabbi Elai said that Rav said in a different context: It is refer- 
ring to fruits that become soiled and ruined. Here, too, it is referring 
to fruits that become soiled and ruined if he throws them down. 


The Gemara asks a question: And let him shake them until the stone is 
on one side of the basket, enabling him to throw the stone out of the 
basket. Rav Hiyya bar Ashi said that Rava said: Here, we are dealing 
with a broken basket" with a hole, in which the stone serves as a side 
of the basket by sealing the hole. Therefore, he cannot throw it out of 
the basket. 
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We learned in the mishna: And one may move ritually impure teruma" 
with ritually pure teruma. Rav Hisda said: They only taught this in a case 
where the pure feruma is on the bottom and the impure teruma is on 
the top. In that case, if one wants to reach the pure teruma, there is no 
alternative to taking the impure teruma as well. However, if the pure 
teruma is on the top and the impure teruma is on the bottom, he takes 
the pure teruma and leaves the impure teruma. 


The Gemara asks a question: And when the pure terumais on the bottom 
too, let him throw the impure fruit, and take the pure fruit. Rabbi Elai 
said that Rav said: It is referring to fruits that become soiled and ruined, 
which cannot be thrown from the basket. 


The Gemara raises an objection to the statement of Rav Hisda: One may 
move impure teruma with the pure teruma and with the non-sacred 
produce, whether the pure is on the top and the impure is on the bot- 
tom, or whether the impure is on the top and the pure is on the bottom. 
This is a conclusive refutation of the statement of Rav Hisda. 


The Gemara answers that Rav Hisda could have said to you: The mishna, 
which, according to Rav Hisda, permits moving the impure teruma with 
the pure teruma only when the pure teruma is on top, is referring to a case 
where he needs the basket for the purpose of utilizing the object itself, 
i.e he wants to eat the fruit. The baraita is referring to a case where he 
needs the basket for the purpose of utilizing its place, i.e., he wants to 
move the basket in order to vacate its place, in which case he may move 
it even if it contains impure teruma exclusively. 


The Gemara asks: What impelled Rav Hisda to establish the mishna as 
referring specifically to a case where he needs the basket for the purpose 
of utilizing the object itself? Why can’t he explain the mishna as referring 
to any case? 


Rava said: The mishna is precise in accordance with the opinion of Rav 
Hisda, as it is taught in the latter clause, the next mishna: With regard 
to coins that are on a cushion, he shakes the cushion and the coins fall. 
And Rabba bar bar Hana said that Rabbi Yohanan said: They only 
taught that he may shake the cushion in a case where it is for the purpose 
of utilizing the cushion itself. However, if he needs it for the purpose of 
utilizing its place, he may move it, even though the coins are still on it. 
And from the fact that the latter clause of the mishna is referring to a case 
where he needs the cushion for the purpose of utilizing the cushion itself, 
the first clause, too, is referring to a case where he needs the basket for 
the purpose of utilizing the basket itself. 


We learned in the mishna that Rabbi Yehuda says: One may even lift a 
measure of teruma that was nullified from a mixture of one hundred 
measures of non-sacred produce and one measure of teruma. The Ge- 
mara asks: And why is it permitted? Isn’t he rendering the produce fit 
for consumption? The Sages issued a decree prohibiting the performance 
of any action that renders an item fit for use on Shabbat. 


The Gemara answers: Rabbi Yehuda holds in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Eliezer, who said: Teruma is considered as if it is placed in 
its pure unadulterated state. By lifting the measure of teruma, one does 
not render the rest of the mixture fit for consumption. It is considered as 
if the measure of teruma never intermingled with the rest of the produce 
and the measure that he lifted from the produce is the measure that fell 
into the produce. 


As we learned in a mishna: A se'a of teruma that fell into less than one 
hundred sea of non-sacred produce causes it to become a prohibited 
mixture. The teruma is not nullified by the non-sacred produce. And then, 
if a sea from the mixture fell into a different place with non-sacred 
produce, Rabbi Eliezer says: The se‘a from the original mixture renders 
it a prohibited mixture in the same way that definite teruma would. This 
is due to the concern that the same sea of teruma that fell into the first 
mixture never intermingled with the produce and subsequently fell into 
the second mixture. Therefore, it requires nullification like unadulterated 
teruma. 


olisher 


HALAKHA 

Moving teruma - TANA bbe: It is permit- 
ted for an Israelite to carry teruma on Shabbat, 
even though it is prohibited for him to eat 
it. In addition, ritually impure teruma, which 
may not be eaten, may be carried together 
with pure teruma if the following conditions 
are met: (1) Both the impure and the pure 
teruma are in the same vessel; (2) the pure 
produce is beneath the impure produce; 
(3) the fruit will be ruined when spilled on 
the ground, as is the case with figs or grapes, 
rendering moot the option of spilling the 
contents of the vessel and replacing only the 
pure teruma. However, in a situation where 
the produce will not be ruined when spilled 
on the ground, one empties the vessel and 
replaces the permitted produce, in accor- 
dance with the opinions of Rav Hisda and 
Rabbi Elai (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 25:20). 
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Opinions with regard to lifting from a mixture of teruma - 
yr nyna miww: The Gemara concludes that both Rabbi 
Yehuda and Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar agree that there is no 
need to actually remove a portion from the mixture. The ques- 
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NOTES 
tion is: With regard to what do they disagree? According to 
some commentaries, Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar permits looking 
to one side and eating from the other. However, he believes 
that one may not take remedial action and separate part of the 


And the Rabbis say: The sea from the original prohibited mixture only 
renders the second one a prohibited mixture according to the propor- 
tion of teruma in the entire mixture. In other words, the percentage of 
teruma in each sea of the original mixture is representative of the percent- 
age of teruma in the entire mixture. Only that measure of teruma need be 
nullified. Rabbi Eliezer’s opinion that the teruma in the mixture is not 
considered mixed, and it is considered as if it was placed in its pure un- 
adulterated state, corresponds to Rabbi Yehuda’s opinion that by lifting 
the measure of teruma, one does not render the rest of the mixture fit for 
consumption. 


The Gemara rejects this: Say that you heard that Rabbi Eliezer express- 
es his opinion in this matter to rule stringently. Did you hear him ex- 
press his opinion to rule leniently? He expressed concern lest the fallen 
teruma might not have intermingled with the non-sacred produce in the 
first mixture, and therefore, the second mixture is prohibited. However, 
he does not consider this a certainty. 


Rather, Rabbi Yehuda stated his halakha in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Shimon, as we learned in a mishna: If a sea of teruma fell 
into one hundred se‘ of non-sacred produce, and he did not manage 
to lift that sea from the mixture until another sea of teruma fell into the 
mixture, this entire mixture is prohibited. This is because two sea of 
teruma are mixed with one hundred sea of non-sacred produce. And 
Rabbi Shimon permits the mixture. Rabbi Shimon holds that the first 
sea that fell into the produce is not mixed with it; it is placed in its un- 
adulterated state. When the second sea falls, it is also placed in its un- 
adulterated state, and the two sea do not join together. 


The Gemara rejects this comparison: And from what does that conclu- 
sion ensue? Perhaps there, they are disagreeing with regard to this: 
That the first tanna holds: Even though two se'a of teruma fell one after 
another, it is as though they fell at once, and this sea of teruma fell into 
fifty sea of non-sacred produce, and this sea of teruma fell into fifty sea 
of non-sacred produce, which are insufficient to nullify teruma. And 
Rabbi Shimon holds: The first sea was nullified immediately when it 
fell into one hundred se‘, and this sea will be nullified in one hundred 
and one sea. There is no connection between this dispute and the opin- 
ion that by lifting the measure of teruma, one does not render the rest of 
the mixture fit for consumption. 


Rather, Rabbi Yehuda stated his halakha in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar. As it was taught in a baraita that 
Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar says: One need not lift a sea from the mixture 
in order to render it permitted to eat. It is sufficient if he casts his eyes 
on this side of the mixture and decides to separate a sea from the pro- 
duce on that side, and he eats from a different side of the mixture and 
physically separates the sea later. Lifting a sea from the mixture does not 
render the mixture fit for consumption, as it is permitted to partake from 
the mixture even without removing a sea. That is the rationale for Rabbi 
Yehuda’s opinion. 


The Gemara asks: And does Rabbi Yehuda hold in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar? 


Doesn't he disagree with him? As it was taught in a baraita that Rabbi 
Yehuda says: One may lift a measure of teruma that was nullified from a 
mixture of one hundred measures of non-sacred produce and one 
measure of teruma." Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar says: One casts his eyes 
on this side of the mixture and decides to separate a sea from the pro- 
duce on that side, and he eats from a different side of the mixture. 


produce. Rabbi Yehuda, however, holds that removing part of 
the produce is not a remedial action, as eating the mixture is 
permitted without it. Therefore, removing part of the produce 
is permitted on Shabbat (Josefot Rid). 
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The Gemara rejects this: Fundamentally, the two tanna’im agree, but the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda is more far-reaching than the opinion of 
Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar. Rabbi Yehuda says that since thought is suf- 
ficient, lifting the sea does not render the produce fit for consumption, 
and it is preferable if he lifts the sea even on Shabbat. 


MI S H N A With regard to a stone, which is set-aside on Shab- 


bat and may not be moved, that was placed on the 
mouth of a barrel, one tilts the barrel on its side, and the stone falls. If 
the barrel was among other barrels, and the other barrels might break if 
the stone falls on them, he lifts the barrel to distance it from the other 
barrels, and then tilts it on its side, and the stone falls. 


With regard to coins that are on a cushion," he shakes the cushion and 
the coins fall. If there was bird dung (Arukh) on the cushion,” he wipes 
it with a rag, but he may not wash it with water due to the prohibition 
against laundering. If the cushion was made of leather, and laundering is 
not a concern, he places water on it until the bird dung ceases. 


P E M ARA Rav Huna said that Rav said: They only taught 


this halakha with regard to a stone in a case 
where one forgets the stone on the barrel. However, if he places the 
stone on the barrel, the barrel becomes a base for a prohibited object, 
which itself may not be moved throughout Shabbat. 


We learned in the mishna: If the barrel was among other barrels, he lifts 
the barrel and then tilts it on its side, and the stone falls. The Gemara asks: 
Who is the tanna who holds that any place that there is a prohibited 
item and a permitted item, we may exert ourselves for the permitted 
item," but we may not exert ourselves for the prohibited item? One must 
exert himself to lift the barrel, and he may not remove the stone, although 
doing so would minimize his exertion. 


Rabba bar bar Hana said that Rabbi Yohanan said: Itis Rabban Shimon 
ben Gamliel. As we learned in a mishna: With regard to one who selects 
legumes on a Festival,” separating edible and inedible, Beit Shammai 
say: He selects food and eats it immediately and leaves the waste. And 
Beit Hillel say: He selects in his usual manner, and may even remove 
the waste and leave the food, in his lap or in a large vessel. 


And it was taught in a baraita that Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel said: 
In what case are these matters, the dispute between Beit Shammai and 
Beit Hillel, stated: In a case where the quantity of the food is greater 
than the quantity of the waste. However, if the quantity of the waste is 
greater than the quantity of the food, everyone agrees that one selects 
the food to avoid the exertion involved in removing the waste, which itself 
may not be moved. The same is true here. He moves the barrel and not 
the stone, which is like waste." 


The Gemara asks: And here, in the case of the barrel, isn’t it comparable 
to a case where the food is greater than the waste, as the barrel, which is 
food, is bigger and heavier than the stone. In addition, it is easier to move 
the stone. Nevertheless, he is not permitted to do so, in accordance with 
the opinion of Beit Hillel. 


The Gemara answers: Here, too, since if he wants to take the wine, the 
wine cannot be taken until he removes the stone, the legal status of the 
stone is like that of waste which is greater in quantity than the food, and 
it cannot be likened to the case of selecting. In this case, he is unable to 
move the barrel without moving the stone. 


We learned in the mishna: If the barrel was among other barrels, he lifts 
the barrel. It was taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yosei says: If the barrel was 
placed in a storeroom amongst other barrels, or if glass vessels were 
placed beneath it, preventing him from tilting the barrel and letting the 
stone fall, he lifts the barrel and moves it to a different place, and he tilts 
it on its side, and the stone falls. And then he takes from the barrel what 
he needs, and restores the barrel to its place. 
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HALAKHA 


A stone on the mouth of a barrel. ..coins that 
are on a cushion - niyg..mang 95 byw jas 
130 byw: On Shabbat, in a case where there is 
a stone on top of a barrel or coins on top of a 
cushion, one tilts the barrel and lets the stone 
all, and similarly, one tilts the cushion and lets 
he coins fall. However, if the barrel was situ- 
ated among other barrels and tilting the barrel 
where it stands is impossible, one may move 
he barrel with the stone and tilt it elsewhere. 
This applies only if one forgot the stone on 
he barrel on Shabbat eve. If one left it there 
intentionally, it is prohibited, in accordance with 
Rav’s explanation of the mishna (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 25:17; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 309:4). 


If there was bird dung on it - nobwh voy mma: 
It is prohibited to clean a dirty garment with 
water on Shabbat due to the prohibition of laun- 
dering. Rather, one may gently wipe it with a 
rag, making certain not to squeeze liquid from 
the rag. If the garment was made of leather, it is 
permitted to rub it clean with water (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 22:18; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 302:9). 


One who selects legumes on a festival - 11137 
sip Diva mwy: One may select legumes in the 
typical manner on a Festival, by selecting the 
waste from the food. However, one may not 
do so with a vessel designated for this purpose. 
If the quantity of the waste is greater than the 
quantity of the food, one selects the food from 
the waste, unless doing so requires extra ex- 
ertion. The halakha is in accordance with the 
opinions of Beit Hillel and Rabban Shimon ben 
Gamliel (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Yom 
Tov 3:15; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 510:2). 


NOTES 


We may exert ourselves for the permitted 
item — Pw MTA: This statement, by Rab- 
ban Shimon ben Gam iel, can be understood to 
mean that when the effort required to select the 
food and the waste is equal, it is preferable to 
select the food rather than the waste. 


A barrel, waste, and food - baix) mbios man: 

According to Rashi, who has a variant reading 

of the Gemara, the explanation is simple. Since 
in any case one must lift the entire barrel to 
access the wine, there is no reason to permit 
first removing the stone alone. With regard to 
the standard version of the Gemara, there are 
a number of interpretations suggested by the 
different commentaries. The essence of these 
interpretations is that if one would like to ac- 
cess the barrel, he has no choice but to move 
the stone. Therefore, the stone has the status of 
waste, as in a case where the quantity of waste is 
greater than the quantity of food. Consequently, 
one may not exert himself to move the stone 
alone (see Ramban and Rashba). 
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HALAKHA 


Moving for the purpose of utilizing its 
place - inipra syd bbe: Tilting a barrel to 
remove a stone or shaking a cushion to re- 
move coins is permitted only in cases where 
one seeks to utilize the barrel or the cushion 
itself. However, if he seeks to utilize its place, 
one may move the barrel with the stone, or 
the cushion with the coins (Rambam Sefer Ze- 
manim, Hilkhot Shabbat 25:17; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 309:5). 


Moving by means of a loaf or a baby — bbe 
pivn ix 15 vp by: If one must move a corpse 
to maintain its dignity, or if one seeks to uti- 
lize the place that the corpse is lying, he may 
place a loaf of bread or a baby on the corpse 
and move it. This applies only to moving a 
corpse, but not to other set-aside objects that 
may not be moved (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 26:21; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 311:5). 


NOTES 
For the purpose of utilizing its place — sd 
inip: This does not mean that utilizing its 
place is more significant than utilizing itself. 
Rather, if one seeks to utilize the cushion itself, 
he can shake off coins without moving them. 
If one seeks to utilize its place, however, he 
must move the coins as well (Tiferet Shmuel). 


Holds in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda - = sxpap AM +293: The 
dispute between Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi 
Shimon is with regard to food that was 
originally designated for consumption by 
people, but that became spoiled. Rabbi Ye- 
huda deems the food set-aside because it 
is no longer fit for consumption by people. 
Therefore, it is prohibited to move it, even 
for animals. In contrast, Rabbi Shimon holds 
that there is no prohibition of set-aside, and 
therefore, it is permitted to move food that is 
unfit for consumption by people. 


LANGUAGE 
Saddlebag [diskaya] - x*pb7: From the 
Greek StodKktov, disakyon, which means a 
double-bag or two bags tied together loaded 
onto an animal. 
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We learned in the mishna: With regard to coins that are on a cushion, 
he shakes the cushion and the coins fall. Rav Hiyya bar Ashi said that 
Rav said: They only taught this halakha with regard to a case where 
one forgets the coins on the cushion; however, ifhe places the coins 
on the cushion, the cushion becomes a base for a prohibited object 
and may not be moved at all. 


Rabba bar bar Hana said that Rabbi Yohanan said: They only taught 
the halakha that one shakes the cushion and the coins fall, when he 
needs the cushion for the purpose of utilizing the cushion itself; but 
if he needs it for the purpose of utilizing its place," he moves the 
cushion with the coins still on it. And likewise, Hiyya bar Rav from 
Difti taught in a baraita: They only taught the halakha that one 
shakes the cushion and the coins fall, when he needs the cushion for 
the purpose of utilizing the cushion itself, but if he needs it for the 
purpose of utilizing its place, he moves the cushion with the coins 
still on it. 


We learned in the mishna: With regard to coins that are on a cushion, 
he shakes the cushion and the coins fall. 

Rabbi Oshaya said: If one forgot a purse of money in the courtyard 
on Shabbat eve, and he remembers it on Shabbat and wants to 
bring it into the house, he places a loaf of bread or a baby on it 
and moves it." The purse becomes a base for a permitted object 
and may be moved. 

Rav Yitzhak said: If one forgot a brick in the courtyard, he places 
a loaf of bread or a baby on it and moves it. 

Rabbi Yehuda bar Sheila said that Rabbi Asi said: Once, they forgot 
a saddlebag [diskaya]' full of coins in a main street, and they 
came and asked Rabbi Yohanan, and he said to them: Place a 
loaf or a baby on it, and move it. 


Mar Zutra said: The halakha is in accordance with all these state- 
ments in the case of one who forgets. However, if one intentionally 
left an object, even a valuable object, on Shabbat eve, he may not 

employ artifice and move it the following day. Rav Ashi said: If one 

forgot, he may also not employ artifice, and they only stated that 

movement by means of a loaf or a baby for the purposes of moving 

a corpse alone. 


The Gemara relates: Abaye would place a spoon on bundles of pro- 
duce, so that he would be able to move the bundles because of the 
spoon. Rava would place a knife on a slaughtered young dove and 
move it. Rav Yosef said mockingly: How sharp is the halakha of 
children? Say that the Sages stated this halakha only in a case where 
one forgets, but did they say that one may do so ab initio? 


Abaye explained his actions and said: If not for the fact that I am an 
important person, why would I need to place a spoon on the bun- 
dles? Aren’t the bundles themselves suited to lean upon? I could 
have carried the bundles without the spoon. 


Similarly, Rava said: If not for the fact that I am an important person, 
why would I need to place a knife on a young dove? Isn’t the young 
dove itself suited to be eaten as raw meat? 


The Gemara asks: The reason that it is permitted to move the slaugh- 
tered dove is because it is suited to be eaten by a person as raw meat; 
but if it is not suited to be eaten by a person as raw meat, no, it may 
not be moved. Is that to say that Rava holds in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda," that on Shabbat it is prohibited to move 
food that was originally designated for human consumption and is 
now only suited for animal consumption? 


Didn't Rava say to his attendant on a Festival: Roast a duck for me, 
and throw its intestines to the cat. Moving the duck’s intestines was 
permitted in order to feed the cat. Similarly, moving the dove should 
have been permitted not because it is raw meat fit for consumption 
by a person, but because it is suited for consumption by a dog. 
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The Gemara answers: There, since the intestines will putrefy as 
time passes, they are on his mind from yesterday. Since Shabbat 
eve, he has had in mind to feed them to the cat. 


The Gemara adds: So too, it is reasonable to say that Rava holds 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, as Rava taught: 
A woman may not enter the wood storehouse to take a wooden 
poker to stoke a fire on a Festival." And with regard to a poker that 
broke, it is prohibited to kindle a fire with it on a Festival, as one 
may kindle a fire on a Festival with vessels that may be moved, but 
one may not kindle a fire with broken vessels that broke during 
the Festival. They are set-aside and prohibited. Conclude from it 
that Rava ruled in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda 
with regard to the halakhot of set-aside. 


MI S HNA Beit Shammai say: One may clear bones 

and shells left from the Shabbat meal from 
the table" with his hand. And Beit Hillel say: One may remove the 
entire board [tavla]! that is the table surface and shake the bones 
and shells off of it, but he may not lift them with his hand because 
they are set-aside and may not be moved. 


One may clear bread crumbs from the table, even if they are less 
than an olive-bulk, and pea and lentil pods. Even though it is not 
fit for human consumption, it may be moved because it is animal 


fodder. 


With regard to a sponge, ifit has leather as a handle, one may wipe 
the table with it, and if not, one may not wipe the table with it" 
lest he come to squeeze liquid from it. And the Rabbis say: Both 
this, a dry sponge with a handle, and that, one without a handle, 
may be moved on Shabbat and it does not become ritually im- 
pure. A sponge is not among the substances that can become ritu- 
ally impure," neither by Torah law nor by rabbinic decree. 


G E M ARA Rav Nahman said: Reverse the two opin- 


ions, as we have only Beit Shammai in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, who prohibits moving 
set-aside items, and Beit Hillel in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Shimon, who permits doing so. 


We learned in the mishna: One may clear bread crumbs from the 
table. The Gemara comments: This supports the opinion of Rabbi 
Yohanan, as Rabbi Yohanan said: With regard to crumbs that are 
less than an olive-bulk,' it is prohibited to destroy them by hand" 
in deference to the food. 


We learned in the mishna: One may clear pea and lentil pods from 
the table on Shabbat. The Gemara asks: Whose opinion is it in 
the mishna? It is the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, who is not of the 
opinion that there is a prohibition of set-aside. 


Say the latter clause of the mishna: With regard to a sponge, if it 
has leather as a handle, one may wipe the table with it, and if not, 
one may not wipe the table with it. We have arrived at the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehuda, who said: An unintentional act is prohibited, 
as he certainly does not intend to squeeze liquid from the sponge. 


The Gemara answers: In that case, even Rabbi Shimon agrees that 

it is prohibited, as it is Abaye and Rava who both say: Rabbi Shi- 
mon agrees in a case of: Cut off its head will it not die, i.e., inevi- 
table consequences. When the prohibited outcome that ensues 

from the unintentional action is inevitable, Rabbi Shimon agrees 

that it is prohibited. Squeezing liquid from a sponge is an inevitable 

consequence. 


HALAKHA 

A wooden poker to stoke the fire on a Festival - 71% 
Jiv ofa: On a Festival, it is prohibited to take a piece 
of wood, whether damp or dry (Mishna Berura), from 
a pile of wood and utilize it as a poker to stoke a fire 
in an oven. This is because it is considered as if one 
was completing the production process of a vessel 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Yom Tov 4:11; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 507:3). 


One may clear bones and shells from the table — 
niays map nwa bya ppa: On Shabbat, it is per- 
mitted to move bones fit for dogs and shells fit for use 
as animal fodder from the table. However, if they are 
not even suitable for use as animal fodder, one may 
only shake the table so they fall off, as per the opin- 
ion of Beit Hillel, according to Tosafot (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 26:16; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 308:27). 


Wiping the table with a sponge - aippa mw: One 
may not wipe a surface with a sponge on Shabbat un- 
less the sponge has a handle. If it does not, the con- 
cern is that one might squeeze liquid from the sponge 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 22:15; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 320:17). 


Crumbs that are less than an olive-bulk - pxw pnya 
M3 714: It is permitted to destroy crumbs that are less 
than an olive-bulk, in accordance with the version of 
this halakha in tractate Berakhot. Nevertheless, it is 
customary to do so in a respectful manner. Failure to 
do so leads to poverty (see Magen Avraham; Rambam 
Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Berakhot 7:11; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 180:4). 


LANGUAGE 


Board [tavla] - mbav: From the Latin word tabula, 
meaning a board, especially a wooden board that 
serves as a cover for a table and a writing tablet. 


NOTES 


A sponge with regard to ritual impurity - paw 30D 
Taw nbap: Although the Torah lists materials and 
vessels that can become ritually impure, the list is not 
comprehensive. The Sages decreed that certain items 
that do not appear on the Torah’'s list, e.g., glass vessels, 
can also become ritually impure. One of their guiding 
principles is that materials coming from the sea, e.g., 
fish skin and bones, cannot become impure. Therefore, 
a sponge, which is from the sea and is not a vessel, 
cannot become impure. 


Crumbs that are less than an olive-bulk, it is pro- 
hibited to destroy them by hand - ja paw puva 
ops tax IDK - nna: The version of this passage 
that appears in Rabbeinu Hananel is the version that 
appears in Josafot: Crumbs that are less than an olive- 
bulk may be destroyed by hand. That is the reading in 
tractate Berakhot as well. According to that reading, in 
this context the phrase one may clear means that one 
may throw away the small crumbs, and one need not 
make certain to keep them on the table. According to 
Tosafot in tractate Berakhot, even if it is permitted to 
throw away small crumbs, it is customary to do so ina 
respectful manner. 
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HALAKHA 
Pits of Aramean dates — MIIN PAA VYY: It is permit- 
ted to move date pits in a place where they are fed to 
animals. A prominent person should be stringent and 
move them only in an unusual manner, as per the custom 
of Rabbi Zekharya ben Avkolas (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 26:16; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 308:30). 


A man may perform all his needs with bread - nwiy 
naa iw bs Dk: Bread may be used for all of a person's 
needs provided that the bread is not ruined, as per the 
opinion of Shmuel and the Gemara in tractate Berakhot 
(Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Berakhot 7:9; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 171:1). 


And may one create a chamber pot of excrement ab 
initio - nynnar bw qi pwiy 2y: One may not cause 
a container to assume the legal status of a chamber pot of 
excrement ab initio, so that it will become so repulsive that 
it will be permitted to move it (see Magen Avraham and 
Mishna Berura), as per the opinion of Rav Ashi (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 25:24; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 308:36). 


NOTES 

Aramean...and Persian — SnDIDT... KIIIN: Some 
explain that Aramean date pits are soft and can be eaten 
by people, whereas Persian date pits are entirely unfit 
o be eaten by people (Rabbeinu Hananel). In addition, 
vestiges of the fruit remain attached to Aramean date 
pits, and therefore, they may be moved on Shabbat. That 
is not the case with the pits of Persian dates (Meiri). Oth- 
ers explain that Persian date pits are typically used for 
burning and therefore may not be moved, as opposed 
o Aramean date pits, which are softer and fit for use as 
animal feed (Rashba). 


Carrying along with bread - ond ax Tiwb: The ques- 
ion arises with regard to this statement and with regard to 
he mishna as well: According to the opinion that permits 
he carrying of crumbs along with a board, why don't 
he bread and the board become a base for a prohibited 
object? Tosafot answer that an object only becomes a base 
or a prohibited object if the prohibited object was placed 
on it with the intention of leaving it there throughout 
Shabbat. However, if the intention was to leave it there 
only for part of the day, the base does not assume the sta- 
tus of the base for a prohibited object. Others explain that 
since the bread crumbs or the date pits are insignificant, 
they are negated relative to the board or the slice of bread 
on which they are placed. Therefore, they do not become 
a base for a prohibited object (Ra'avad). 
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With regard to those pits of Aramean dates," which are low qual- 
ity and occasionally fed to animals, it is permitted to move the 

pits since they are fit for use due to their origin, i.e., the dates 

that were prepared as animal feed beforehand. And moving pits 

of Persian" dates is prohibited. Since those dates are high quality 
and are not prepared for animals, their pits, too, are not prepared 

for that use. 


The Gemara relates that Shmuel would carry them along with 
bread." The letters shin, resh, nun, mem, shin, peh, zayin are a 
mnemonic of the Sages whose opinions are cited below: Shmuel, 
Rabba, Huna, Ameimar, Sheshet, Pappa, Zekharya. The Gemara 
comments: Shmuel’s statement is consistent with his reasoning, 
as Shmuel said: A man may perform all his needs with bread." 
As long as the bread remains edible, he need not be concerned 
that he is treating the bread contemptuously. 


Rabba would move them along with a pitcher of water. Rav 
Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, would render them a chamber pot 
with excrement. The Sages permitted moving repulsive vessels. 
Here, too, he would collect all the date pits and then move them 
out because they were disgusting. Rav Ashi said to Ameimar: 
And may one create a chamber pot with excrement ab initio?" 
Although the Sages permitted moving a container of excrement, 
they did not permit creating one ab initio so that it would be 
permitted to move it. 


Rav Sheshet would dispose of the pits with his tongue. Rav 
Pappa would dispose of them behind the divan on which he 
sat while eating because he did not want to move them in an- 
other manner. They said about Rabbi Zekharya ben Avkolas 
that he would turn his face toward the back of the divan and 
dispose of them. 
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Most of the Sages accepted the halakha that one is forbidden on Shabbat to handle a 
base of a forbidden article. However, this chapter clarified that the rule applies only 
to moving the item in a normal fashion; when necessary, there is room for leniency 
with regard to moving such items in an unusual or indirect fashion. Similarly, when 
there is aneed to move something connected to a set-aside item, such as a child who 
is holding a set-aside item, or a barrel upon which a set-aside item is resting, the Sages 
allowed it and did not apply the prohibition of a base for a forbidden article. It was 
also explained in this chapter that the halakha is generally not highly stringent with 
regard to the laws of set-aside on Shabbat, and it is permitted to move something in 


order to protect the honor of Shabbat or to remove an item that people find repulsive. 


This is especially true according to the view of Rabbi Shimon, which was accepted 
as normative. 
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This chapter also deals with different types of prohibitions subsumed under the 
category of shevut. Here, too, there is no single theme that unites all the topics ad- 
dressed, although most of them deal with food preparation on Shabbat. Arranging 
the chapter’s contents in a different order than is presented in the Mishna would 
allow us to identify several general questions that serve as the basis for the details 
that are discussed in this chapter. 


One of these issues relates to the laws of squeezing on Shabbat. Squeezing is not 
listed as a primary category of prohibited labor. Its prohibition is not based on the act 
of squeezing alone; indeed, squeezing can be a subcategory of at least two primary 
categories of labor, depending on the circumstances: It can be a subcategory of the 
labor of threshing, which is defined abstractly as removing the desired contents from 
within an unwanted wrapping or shell, and it can be a subcategory of the labor of 
whitening, when the squeezing is performed in the process of washing. 


However, the relationship between squeezing and threshing is not completely clear 
and uniform. For example, in the practical discussions regarding milking animals on 
Shabbat, the question arises as to the extent to which one should understand milk- 
ing as a form or subcategory of squeezing or threshing. This leads to the question 
of whether milking should be viewed as a Torah prohibition or a rabbinic decree. 
Similarly, it is necessary to delineate the fine differences between types of squeezing 
that can be viewed as a subcategory of threshing and other types of squeezing that 
are externally similar to the first type but differ with regard to the intent of the person 
squeezing or the purpose of the act itself. 


Also discussed in this chapter is breaking a barrel in order to remove food from inside 
it. The chapter likewise deals with various kinds of food preparation. These forms of 
food preparation all involve actions that are similar to squeezing and require one to 
identify the fine line separating a prohibited labor from actions that are externally 
similar to it but are different because of the intent of the person performing the ac- 
tion. Examples of this include heating up, soaking, and cooling foods on Shabbat: 
Are these acts forbidden because of their similarity to cooking, or are they perhaps 
totally permitted and not prohibited even by rabbinic decree? This chapter also 
comes to conclusions regarding some issues that the Gemara began to address in 
previous chapters but had not yet resolved. 


Introduction to 
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MI S H N From a barrel of wine or oil that broke on Shabbat, 

one may rescue from it" food sufficient for three 
meals, and one may also say to others: Come and rescue food for your- 
selves. This applies provided that one does not soak up the wine or oil 
with a sponge or rag, due to the prohibition of squeezing. One may not 
squeeze fruits on Shabbat in order to extract liquids from them. And if 
liquids seeped out on their own, it is prohibited to use them on Shabbat. 
Rabbi Yehuda says: If the fruits were designated for eating, the liquid 
that seeps from them on Shabbat is permitted. There is no concern lest 
one purposely squeeze liquids from fruit that is designated for eating. And 
if the fruits were originally designated for liquids," the liquids that seep 
from them on Shabbat are prohibited. In the case of honeycombs that 
one crushed on Shabbat eve, and honey and wax seeped from them on 
their own on Shabbat, they are prohibited, and Rabbi Eliezer permits 
using them. 


G E M ARA It was taught in the Tosefta: One may not soak 


up wine and one may not collect oil in his hand, 
so that one will not conduct himself on Shabbat in the manner that he 
conducts himself during the week. The Sages taught in a baraita: If one’s 
fruit was scattered in a courtyard™™" on Shabbat, one may collect them 
from hand to hand, a little at a time, and eat them immediately. How- 
ever, one may not collect them into a basket or into a box, so that one 
will not conduct himself on Shabbat in the manner that he conducts 
himself during the week. 


We learned in the mishna: One may not squeeze fruit on Shabbat, and 
the liquid that seeps from fruit on its own is prohibited. Rabbi Yehuda, 
however, distinguishes between fruit that is designated for eating, in 
which case the liquid that seeps out on its own is permitted, and fruit that 
is designated for juicing, in which case the liquid that seeps out on its own 
on Shabbat is prohibited. Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: Rabbi 
Yehuda concedes to the Rabbis with regard to olives and grapes. Even 
if they were designated for eating, the liquid that seeps from them on its 
own on Shabbat is prohibited. What is the reason for this? Since they 
are generally used for squeezing, one had in mind from the outset that 
these would serve that purpose as well, even if he designated them for 
eating. And Ulla said that Rav said: Rabbi Yehuda was in disagreement 
even with regard to olives and grapes. And Rabbi Yohanan said: The 
halakhais in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda with regard 
to other fruits, and the halakha is not in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehuda with regard to olives and grapes. 


Rabba said that Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said as follows: Rabbi 
Yehuda would concede to the Rabbis with regard to olives and grapes, 
and the Rabbis would concede to Rabbi Yehuda with regard to other 
fruit. 


Rabbi Yirmeya said to Rabbi Abba: Ifit is true that they agree with each 
other, with regard to what do they disagree? He said to him: When you 
find it, i.e., examine this matter and you will find areas in which they 
disagree. Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: It stands to reason that they 
disagree with regard to mulberries and pomegranates, which have in- 
termediate status, between olives and grapes, which are always considered 
designated for juicing, and other fruits, which are not. 


Rescuing from a broken barrel - 


nyag mama nyg: Ifa barrel breaks 
on Shabbat, one may rescue the measure of wine or oil that one requires 
for three meals. If one uses a single utensil, he may collect even more. 
It is also permitted to tell others to rescue wine or oil for themselves. 
However, it is prohibited to soak up wine or oil with an absorbent ma- 
terial, because one might come to squeeze it (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 22:16; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 335:1). 


HALAKHA 
If one’s fruit was scattered in a courtyard — %93 niva b wana: If 
one’s fruit was scattered in a courtyard on Shabbat, he may pick 
up a small amount at a time and eat it. However, one may not col- 
lect large quantities of fruit in a basket, because that is conduct 
identical to the manner that he conducts himself during the week 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 21:11; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 335:5). 
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a basket in the standard manner (Rabbeinu 
Yona). An alternate interpretation is that 
the fruit is mixed with pebbles and dirt, and 
therefore there is concern that one may 
perform the prohibited labor of selecting 
the waste from the edible (Ramban). The 
Rambam states that the concern is that one 
will press the fruit together in the basket 
and thereby violate the prohibited labor of 
gathering sheaves into a pile. 


351 


352 


PEREK XXII‘ 143B 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


+ dap) 3" pd 


a ee ee 


PRIPA? A Jae oa 


ra Myer - pwnd pa bain? 
DD a wav DMA TDN 
Pm PY a Jwaw DaN 
ppob Amaia xy- phish 
T NON TD KET onp 
PIRNI pa conte Dam ND 

DNS jga NEWT - pwnd pa 


PAA) PMY OND MAA 137 720) 
ow p KAVN TYNI abn 
Kapn WX mana abn “ped 

se ahs 


XAT wim, bp -xa/py 31 VIN 
xox Tn IPR TONT abn m7) 
pb oy) wh xp - Doph 

es pa apaw manan Da 
XBW pI iry - wbb pa 
nay apis xv pn eb pa 
oy TONI abn xav ox :ib 
KAW NOY ANDJA DT - peb 
manan abn 


As it was taught in a baraita: With regard to olives from which one 
squeezed oil" and grapes from which one squeezed wine before 
Shabbat (Tosafot), and he subsequently brought them into his 
house, whether he brought them in for use as food or whether he 
brought them in for use of their liquids, that which seeps from 
them on its own on Shabbat is prohibited. However, with regard 
to mulberries from which one squeezed water, i.e., juice, and 
pomegranates from which one squeezed wine, i.e., pomegranate 
juice, and he brought them into the house, ifhe originally brought 
them in for use as food, what seeps from them is permitted. And 
if he brought them in for use of their liquids, and similarly, if he 
brought them in without specifying his intention, what seeps from 
them is prohibited. This is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. And 
the Rabbis say: Whether he brought them into the house for use 
as food or whether he brought them in for use of their liquids, what 
seeps from them is prohibited. 


The Gemara questions this baraita: And does Rabbi Yehuda main- 
tain that in the case of undesignated fruit that was not designated 

for a specific purpose, the liquid that seeps on its own is prohibited? 

Didn't we learn in a mishna: Awoman’s milk is considered a liquid 

and therefore renders food susceptible to ritual impurity,"" wheth- 
er the milk was expressed volitionally and whether it was expressed 

unvolitionally? On the other hand, milk ofan animal only renders 

food susceptible to ritual impurity ifit was milked volitionally but 

not if it drips out on its own. 


Rabbi Akiva said: It is an a fortiori inference that this is incorrect: 

Just as awoman’s milk, which is intended only for young children, 
is considered a liquid and renders food susceptible to ritual impu- 
rity both if the milk is expressed volitionally and if it is expressed 

unvolitionally, the milk of an animal, which is intended for both 

young and old, is it not logical that it should render food suscep- 
tible to ritual impurity, both if it was expressed volitionally and if 
it was expressed unvolitionally? They said to him that this a forti- 
ori inference can be refuted in the following way: Ifa woman’s milk 
renders food susceptible to ritual impurity even when the milk was 

expressed unvolitionally, as the status of the blood of her wound 

is also that of a liquid that renders food susceptible to ritual 

impurity,"" that does not mean that the milk ofan animal renders 

food susceptible to ritual impurity 


HALAKHA 


Squeezing fruit — nia NWD: It is prohibited to squeeze liquid 
from olives and grapes on Shabbat. If juice seeps from them on 
its own, it is prohibited to drink or use the juice on Shabbat. | 
is also prohibited to squeeze mulberries and pomegranates on 
Shabbat. If juice seeps from them, it is prohibited to drink the 
juice if the fruit was designated for juicing. However, if the frui 
was designated for eating the juice is permitted. The halakha is 
in accordance with the mishna according to the explanation o 
Shmuel (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 21:12; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 320:1). 


Renders food susceptible to ritual impurity - rawr: Food 
can become ritually impure only if it was rendered susceptible 
to impurity through contact with liquid (see Leviticus 11:38). 
Although the only liquid mentioned in the Torah in this regard 
is water, the Sages debate whether other liquids are also ca- 
pable of rendering fruit susceptible to impurity. Inclusion in 
the group of liquids that confer susceptibility to ritual impurity 
depends on the particular liquid’s similarity to water based on 
derivations from the verses. Therefore, only a derivation like an 
a fortiori inference or a verbal analogy can determine a liquid’s 
status in this regard. 


NOTES 


Ritual impurity of a woman's milk - nwy abn NNW: 
Mother's milk is always considered a liquid and renders food 
susceptible to ritual impurity, whether or not the milk was 
expressed intentionally (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat 
Okhalin 10:4). 


As the blood of her wound renders food susceptible to ritual 
impurity — sap AN DTW: Blood from a wound in a person 
with a severe form of ritual impurity renders food susceptible 
to ritual impurity and renders it ritually impure simultaneously 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 10:5). 


As the blood of her wound renders food susceptible to ritual 
impurity — xv Fna DAW: There is a special derivation cited 
by Rashi that teaches that human blood is considered a liquid. 
Therefore, if it comes into contact with food, it renders the 
food susceptible to ritual impurity. There is no distinction in 
this regard between different kinds of human blood; any kind 
of human blood renders food susceptible to ritual impurity. 
Animal blood that flows when the animal is slaughtered is 
also considered a liquid and renders food susceptible to ritual 
impurity; however, other kinds of animal blood are not consid- 
ered to be liquids. 
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As the blood of its wound is ritually pure - imp ADDN DTW: 
Blood from an animal's wound does not render food susceptible 
to ritual impurity when it comes into contact with food (Rambam 


Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 10:3). 


If one lets blood for medicinal purposes — me ppan: Blood 
that was drawn from a person for medicinal purposes is not 


if it was expressed unintentionally, as the blood of its wound 

is ritually pure," meaning that it does not render food suscep- 
tible to ritual impurity. Rabbi Akiva said to them: I am more 

stringent with regard to milk than with regard to blood," as 

if one milks an animal for medicinal purposes, the milk ren- 
ders food susceptible to ritual impurity, and if one lets blood 

for medicinal purposes," the status of the blood is not that of 
aliquid and is ritually pure," in the sense that it does not render 
food susceptible to ritual impurity. They said to him: The case 

of baskets of olives and grapes will prove that there is a differ- 
ence between liquids that emerge of his own volition and those 

that do not, as liquid that seeps from them" volitionally ren- 
ders food susceptible to ritual impurity.” However, liquid that 
seeps from them unvolitionally’ is ritually pure, i.e., it does not 

render food susceptible to ritual impurity. Apparently, liquid 

renders food susceptible to ritual impurity only ifit emerged of 
its own volition. 


The Gemara analyzes the terms of that mishna: What, is it not 
true that the term volitionally is referring to a situation where 
one is pleased with the emergence of liquids, and the term 
unvolitionally is referring to an indeterminate situation, where 
he expressed no preference? This leads to a conclusion with 
regard to our original topic of discussion. Just as in the case of 
olives and grapes, which are primarily designated for squeez- 
ing in order to extract oil and wine respectively, ifliquid leaked 
from them unvolitionally, in the sense that one did not intend 
for the liquid to emerge, it has no significance and does not 
render food susceptible to ritual impurity; in the case of mul- 
berries and pomegranates, which are not typically designated 
for squeezing, is it not all the more so that liquid that seeps 
from them unvolitionally does not render food susceptible to 
ritual impurity? 


The Gemara refutes this argument: No, the term volitionally is 
referring even to a situation where one’s preference is indeter- 
minate, and the term unvolitionally is referring to a situation 
where one revealed his mind-set explicitly and said: I am not 
pleased if liquid emerges. And if you wish, say instead that 
baskets of olives and grapes are different; since the liquid that 
leaks from them stands to be lost, one renounces it from the 
outset. No proof can be cited from this mishna. Generally 
speaking, however, the legal status of liquids that are not desig- 
nated to be lost from the outset is that of liquids, even if one did 
not express pleasure with their emergence. 


We have found in the baraita cited above that Rabbi Yehuda 
conceded to the Rabbis with regard to olives and grapes, that 
liquid that seeps from them on its own on Shabbat, both voli- 
tionally and unvolitionally, is prohibited during Shabbat. From 
where do we conclude that the Rabbis concede to Rabbi Ye- 
huda with regard to other fruits and distinguish between fruits 
designated for eating and those designated for juicing? As it was 
taught in a baraita: One may squeeze 


HALAKHA 


considered a liquid and does not render food susceptible to 
ritual impurity (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 10:3). 


Liquid from olives and grapes — 03391) Dt wid: Olive oil and 
grape juice render food susceptible to ritual impurity if the owner 
of the fruit desires that they emerge from the fruit (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 1:2). 


NOTES 


Blood and milk - bm ot: The Sages listed seven liq- 
uids that render susceptible to ritual impurity foods with 
which they come into contact: Water, dew, wine, blood, oil, 
honey, and milk. The inclusion of each liquid on this list is 
derived either from explicit verses or by means of the her- 
meneutic principles. The Sages included milk because it is 
similar to blood in that both emerge from people. Indeed, 
he Sages taught that in certain cases blood becomes 
urbid and becomes milk. However, Rabbi Akiva stated 
hat there is a specific verse that proves milk is a liquid 
in this regard and that there is no connection between 
he halakhot of milk and blood. His proof is that there are 
cases where milk is treated more stringently than blood. 


Therefore, milk is not considered a type of blood. 


f one lets blood for medicinal purposes, the blood is 
ritually pure - to mx pram: The Meiri explains that 
hese halakhot apply to human blood as well. According 
0 this opinion, not all blood renders food susceptible to 
ritual impurity. Only blood from a corpse renders food 
susceptible to ritual impurity. 


Baskets of olives and grapes...liquid that seeps from 
them volitionally renders food susceptible to ritual 
impurity — By A PRSP PPWOTW...orday) Ot op 
pxrap: Although the Sages taught that liquid that seeps 
from baskets of grapes renders food susceptible to ritual 
impurity, this was an additional rabbinic decree dealing 
with situations where one harvests grapes in baskets 
lined with tar, from which the liquid does not escape. 
It is only due to this consideration that the decree was 
issued (Rashba). 


Volitionally and unvolitionally — red xv pis: There 
are two aspects to the concept of volition with regard 
o rendering food susceptible to ritual impurity. The first 
aspect is the owner's approval at the time that the liquid 
renders the food susceptible to ritual impurity. The liquid 
has this effect only if it makes contact with the food with 
he owner's knowledge and approval. If it fell on the food 
accidentally, without the owner's knowledge, it does not 
render food ritually impure. The second aspect concerns 
iquids other than water. The Torah only mentions water, 
and all other liquids render food susceptible to ritual im- 
purity due to their similarity to water based on derivations 
from verses. Therefore, all other liquids have the legal 
status of water only if they became liquids through the 
owner's volition. If that is not the case, their legal status is 
not that of water and they do not render food susceptible 
to ritual impurity. The dispute between Rabbi Akiva and 
the Rabbis relates to this second requirement. 
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Perek XXII 
Daf144 Amud b 


NOTES 
Does Menashya ben Menahem constitute the majority 


of the world - xa XII OM ya KWN: The discus- 


sion concerns the following question: ‘Is the behavior 


of individuals, e.g., those who squeeze pomegranates, 
irrelevant in determining halakha for the general popula- 


tion? Or is the fact that some individuals act in a certain 
way enough of a factor to determine that that conduct 
or practice is normative? 


Food crops in a vineyard - D137 xa: The Torah states: 
“Do not sow your vineyard with two kinds of seed, lest the 
fullness of the seed which you have sown be rendered 


forbidden together with the yield of the vineyard” (Deu- 


teronomy 22:9). The Sages derived from this verse that 
crops planted in a vineyard are forbidden and render the 
yield of the vineyard itself forbidden. The application of 
this halakha depends on the question of which plants 
constitute a forbidden food crop in a vineyard. 


Arabia is a place - XX aW: Rashba adds that Arabia 
is a place where people commonly raise camels, and their 


custom is to cultivate thorns as camel fodder. Conse- 
quently, the custom in Arabia should impact the assess- 


ment of normative behavior in places where people raise 
camels. On the other hand, there was no particular reason 
for the custom of the people of the house of Menashya 
bar Menahem, and therefore their personal preferences 
are irrelevant in determining general halakhic norms. 


HALAKHA 

Thorns in a vineyard — 0923 Dy ip: If plants that are not 
generally cultivated grow on their own in a vineyard, and 
most people in that area do not sustain those plants, they 
do not constitute a forbidden food crop in a vineyard. 
This is so even if the owner of the vineyard wants to use 
them to feed his animals and the like, in accordance with 
the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot 
Kilayim 5:18; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 296:14). 
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plums and quinces and crab apples. However, one may not squeeze 
pomegranates, because they are typically squeezed for their juice, as 
people from the house of Menashya bar Menahem would squeeze 
pomegranates during the week. Apparently, the Rabbis concede to 
Rabbi Yehuda with regard to fruits other than pomegranates and 
mulberries. 


The Gemara objects: And from where is it ascertained that this barai- 
ta is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis? Perhaps it is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. The Gemara answers: 
And let this baraita also be the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda: Say that 
you heard that according to Rabbi Yehuda, juice that seeped out on 
its own is permitted; did you hear that squeezing it is permitted ab 
initio? Rather, what have you to say? Since they are not fruits that 
are generally designated for squeezing, it is permitted to squeeze 
them even ab initio. That being the case, even if you say the baraita 
is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, the same reasoning 
applies: Since they are not generally designated for squeezing, it is 
permitted to squeeze them even ab initio. Even the Rabbis would 
permit squeezing fruits such as plums, quinces, and crab apples. Since 
the baraita does not permit squeezing pomegranates, learn from it 
that the baraita is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis. The 
Gemara concludes: Indeed, learn from it. 


It was taught in the baraita cited above that people from the house of 
Menashya bar Menahem would squeeze pomegranates on weekdays. 
This indicates that it is typical for people to squeeze pomegranates, 
and therefore it is prohibited to do so on Shabbat. Rav Nahman said: 
The halakha is in accordance with the practice of the people from 
the house of Menashya bar Menahem. In other words, squeezing 
pomegranates is considered typical, and therefore it is prohibited on 
Shabbat. 


Rava said to Rav Nahman: Is Menashya ben Menahem a tanna that 
you say the halakha is in accordance with his opinion? And if you say 
that Rav Nahman meant that the halakha is in accordance with this 
tanna, who held in accordance with the practice of the people from 
the house of Menashya ben Menahem, there is still room to ask: Does 
it make sense that because he held in accordance with the practice 
of the people from the house of Menashya ben Menahem, the ha- 
lakha is in accordance with his opinion? Does Menashya ben 
Menahem constitute the majority of the world?" Since most people 
do not squeeze pomegranates, the practice of the people from the 
house of Menashya ben Menahem should be irrelevant relative to the 
typical practice of others. 


Rav Nahman answered: Yes, in cases of this kind, halakhic rulings are 

based even on practices that are not universal, as we learned in a 

mishna that addresses the prohibition of diverse kinds, particularly 
forbidden food crops in a vineyard. With regard to one who maintains 

thorns in a vineyard," Rabbi Eliezer says: He rendered the crops a 

forbidden mixture of food crops in a vineyard.’ And the Rabbis say: 
Only a crop that people typically maintain renders a vineyard for- 
bidden. And Rabbi Hanina said: What is the reason for the opinion 

of Rabbi Eliezer? Because in Arabia they maintain the thorns of the 

fields to feed them to their camels. There, thorns are treated as a bona 

fide crop. According to this opinion, since thorns are maintained in 

one place, they are considered to be significant everywhere. The same 

reasoning applies to the issue of juicing pomegranates. 


The Gemara rejects this answer: Is this comparable? Arabia is a 
place," and a custom practiced in an entire country is significant. Here, 
with regard to the practice of the house of Menashya bar Menahem, 
who was an individual, his opinion is rendered irrelevant by the 
opinions of all other men. 
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Rather, this is the reason for Rav Nahman’s statement: It is in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rav Hisda, as Rav Hisda said: In the 
case of beets that one squeezed and then placed their juice in a 
ritual bath, the juice invalidates the ritual bath" if it causes a change 
of appearance. Any liquid that causes the water of a ritual bath to 
change color invalidates the ritual bath. Rav Hisda elaborated: Aren’t 
beets typically not designated for squeezing? Rather, what have 
you to say? Since he ascribed it significance, it is considered a liq- 
uid. Here, too, with regard to pomegranates, since he ascribed it 
significance, it is considered a liquid. Even if one person ascribes 
significance to a liquid, it assumes for him the status of a liquid and 
is prohibited on Shabbat. 


Rav Pappa said that the reason Rav Hisda ruled that beet juice in- 
validates the ritual bath is because it is something with which one 

may not make a ritual bath ab initio, and there is a principle: Any- 
thing with which one may not make a ritual bath ab initio, i.e., 
anything other than water, snow, or ice, invalidates the ritual bath" 

if it causes a change of appearance, even if it does not have the legal 

status of a liquid. 


We learned in a mishna there, in tractate Mikvaot: If wine or vinegar 
or olive discharge, i.e., the liquid that comes from olives but is not 
oil, fell into a ritual bath and changed its appearance, the ritual bath 
is invalid." The Gemara asks: Who is the tanna who holds that olive 
discharge is considered liquid? Abaye said: It is Rabbi Yaakov, as 
it was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Ya'akov says: The legal status of 
olive discharge is like that of a liquid." And what is the reason the 
Sages said that olive discharge that emerges at the outset, before 
one begins to press the olives for their oil, is ritually pure, meaning 
that it does not render food susceptible to ritual impurity? It is not 
because the olive discharge is not considered a liquid but because he 
does not want its existence; the owner would prefer that the olive 
discharge not yet emerge and instead emerge together with and mix 
with the oil. 


Rabbi Shimon says: The legal status of olive discharge is not like 
that of a liquid. And what is the reason the Sages said that the olive 
sap that emerges from the bale of the olive press after the olives 
were pressed is capable of rendering foods susceptible to become 
ritually impure? Because it is impossible that it will not contain 
drops of oil that come with it from the olives. 


The Gemara asks: What is the practical difference between them? 
They both agree that olive discharge that emerges at the outset is in- 
capable of rendering food susceptible to ritual impurity and that olive 
discharge that emerges from the bale of the olive press is capable of 
rendering food susceptible to ritual impurity. The Gemara answers: 
There is a practical difference between them with regard to olive 
discharge that comes after extensive pressing; according to Rabbi 
Ya'akov, it is considered a liquid and renders food susceptible to ritu- 
alimpurity, and according to Rabbi Shimon, it is not aliquid and does 
not render food susceptible to ritual impurity. Rava said: The reason 
that olive discharge invalidates a ritual bath is not because it is a liquid, 
but rather, because it is something with which one may not make 
a ritual bath ab initio, and it therefore invalidates a ritual bath if it 
causes a change of appearance. 


Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: A person may squeeze a cluster 
of grapes on Shabbat into a pot with food in it," and it is not consid- 
ered squeezing a liquid but rather adding one food to another; how- 
ever, he may not squeeze the liquid into an empty bowl." Rav Hisda 

said: From the statement of our Rabbi, Shmuel, we learn that one 

may milk a goat into a pot of food" on Shabbat, because it is not 
considered to be the manner of squeezing that is prohibited as a 

subcategory of the labor of threshing; however, one may not do so 

into an empty bowl. The Gemara deduces: Apparently, he holds 

that liquid that comes into food is not considered liquid, but rather, 
it is food. 


NOTES ———__—_—_— 
Invalidating a ritual bath — man nbyps: There are two 
ways that liquids that fall into a ritual bath can invalidate 
it. The first way is if the ritual bath does not contain its 
requisite volume of forty sea, and three log or more of 
drawn water, or any other liquid like water, falls into it. The 
second way is if a liquid that cannot be used in a ritual bath 
is poured into a ritual bath that contains the requisite forty 
sea and alters the color of the water. 


A person may squeeze a cluster of grapes into a pot; 
however, he may not squeeze the liquid into an empty 
bowl - Kb bax aypan sind maw bw biawy ons onio 
TWpI sinh: The commentaries explain that the ‘prohibi- 
tion against squeezing juice, which is a subcategory of 
the labor of threshing, primarily involves separating food 
from waste. However, the parts of the grapes that remain 
after juicing are considered waste only if the intent was to 
use the grapes exclusively for their juice. Therefore, if one 
squeezes juice from grapes into another food, it is merely 
considered a form of food preparation in which one trans- 
fers food, i.e., the grapes, into another dish. The difference 
between squeezing juice into a pot or into a bowl is that 
there is food in the pot. When the juice is squeezed into a 
pot of food, the juice becomes part of that food. It is con- 
sidered food that was merely separated from its original 
source. On the other hand, if one squeezes the juice into 
an empty bowl, it is clear that the purpose is to remove the 
liquid from the fruit, which is prohibited (see Rav Hai Gaon). 


HALAKHA 


Anything with which one may not make a ritual bath ab 
initio invalidates the ritual bath — 3an pwiy paw 12753) 
mpaT ny boia nyna mpn: If a substance that cannot 
be used to make a ritual bath, such as wine, falls into a 
ritual bath and alters the appearance of the water, the ritual 
bath is invalid (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Mikvaot7:1). 


Liquids that invalidate a ritual bath - Dhon opon 
mpa: Wine, vinegar, and olive discharge that fall into a 
ritual bath and alter its appearance invalidate it (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Mikvaot 7:9; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 
201:25). 


The legal status of olive discharge is like that of a liquid - 
TRONI KITNI brin: Olive discharge that emerges from 
olives after they are pressed has the legal status of oil and is 
considered a liquid. It can become ritually impure and can 
render food susceptible to ritual impurity like other liquids. 
The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Ya'akov (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 10:13). 


A person may squeeze a cluster of grapes into a pot with 
food in it - ayapA Jind ora dw biawyg ony onio: It is 
permitted to squeeze juice from grapes into a pot of food 
on Shabbat in order to improve the flavor of the food, as 
liquid that is squeezed from fruit directly into food is con- 
sidered food. However, it is prohibited to squeeze grapes 
into a bowl without food, or into a vessel that contains only 
liquids (Hashlama; Me'iri; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 8:10; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 320:4). 


One may milk a goat into a pot of food - ty 01% ain 
mnp sind: It is prohibited to milk an animal into an 
empty bowl on Shabbat and on a Festival. However, on 
a Festival, it is permitted to milk an animal designated for 
eating, provided the milk goes directly into a bowl of food 
to improve the food, or into a bowl with breadcrumbs 
that will absorb the milk. However, one may not milk all 
one’s animals into a bow! with just one piece of bread in it. 
Nowadays, several authorities take into consideration the 
discomfort animals experience when they are not milked 
and allow milking into utensils containing just one piece 
of bread (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 8:10; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 505). 
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HALAKHA 
A zav who milks a goat, the milk is ritually impure - 
wit mes sbinw ar siay abn: Ifa zav milks a goat, the milk 
is ritually i impure from the very first drop (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 9:2). 


Perek XXII 
Daf145 Amuda 


NOTES 

One who smooths by squeezing grapes - p onan 
w332: Most of the commentaries on the Mishna explain 
the case differently, and a similar approach appears in the 
Jerusalem Talmud: The mishna is not discussing loaves of 
bread but cakes of pressed figs onto which one would 
pour grape juice. Some commentaries state that most 
of this liquid is lost, since it is not absorbed by the figs. 
Other authorities explain that the juice is intended to 
provide the figs with a polished sheen rather than to be 
consumed (see Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna, 
and other commentaries). 


Everyone agrees...is not food — baix w.. aby hat: 

The geonim had a variant text with an opposite formula- 
tion: Everyone agrees that. . .is food. Most commentaries 
agree that the Gemara reads better according to Rashi’s 
version. However, the halakha is in accordance with the 
text of the geonim (Rashba). 


HALAKHA 

One who cuts olives — oma yya: If one cuts olives 
with ritually impure hands, the olives are rendered sus- 
ceptible to ritual impurity by the liquid that seeps out. 
They also become ritually impure, because cutting them 
completes their processing and they are then considered 
food, which can become ritually impure. However, if one 
cut them to salt them or to check if they have oil, they 
are not rendered susceptible to ritual impurity (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 11:14). 
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Rami bar Hama raised an objection from the following mishna: In 
the case ofa zav who milks a goat, the milk is ritually impure" wheth- 
er or not the zav actually touched it, as a zav renders items ritually 
impure simply by moving them, or being moved by them, even without 
direct contact. And if you say that liquid that comes directly into food 
is food and not liquid, in the case of one who milked directly into a 
pot of food, the milk should be considered food. The halakha is that 
food cannot become ritually impure unless it is rendered susceptible 
to ritual impurity through contact with a liquid. With what liquid was 
this milk rendered susceptible to ritual impurity? 


The Gemara answers: As Rabbi Yohanan said in a different context, 
that a particular statement is referring to the first drop, which is 
smeared on the top of the teat in order to moisten it and facilitate 
nursing or milking, here too, it is rendered susceptible to ritual impu- 
rity by means of the drop which is smeared on the top of the teat. 
This drop was not intended to fall into the pot of food and is therefore 
considered a liquid and renders the food susceptible to ritual impurity. 


Ravina raised an objection based on what we learned in another 
mishna: In the case of one who is ritually impure with impurity im- 
parted by a corpse who squeezed olives or grapes 


in the exact amount of an egg-bulk, the liquid is ritually pure. Even 
though the person touched the food, less than an egg-bulk of food 
cannot become ritually impure. Once the first drop of liquid is 
squeezed out, less than an egg-bulk of food remains, and it cannot 
render the liquid impure. By inference, if he squeezed more than an 
egg-bulk, the liquid is ritually impure. And if you say that liquid that 
comes into food is considered food, in what manner was this liquid 
rendered susceptible to ritual impurity? He raised the objection and 
he resolved it: It is referring to a case where one squeezes into an 
empty bowl, in which case the juice is considered a liquid. 


Rabbi Yirmeya said: The question of whether liquid squeezed di- 
rectly from one food into another is considered liquid or food is paral- 
lel to the following dispute between tanna’im. We learned in a mishna: 
In the case of one who smooths bread before baking it by squeezing 
grapes" onto it, the bread was not rendered susceptible to ritual 
impurity. Rabbi Yehuda says: It was rendered susceptible to ritual 
impurity. What, do they not disagree about this? One Sage held that 
liquid that comes into food is food, and therefore it cannot render 
bread susceptible to ritual impurity, and one Sage held that it is not 
food but rather a liquid, and therefore it renders the bread susceptible 
to ritual impurity. 


Rav Pappa said that the disputes are not necessarily parallel; it can be 
explained that everyone agrees that liquid that comes into food is 
not food," and here they disagree with regard to liquid that goes to 
waste, as the liquid that dripped onto the bread eventually evaporates 
due to the heat of the oven. One Sage, Rabbi Yehuda, held that it is 
nonetheless a liquid and therefore can render the bread susceptible to 
ritual impurity, and one Sage held that it is not a liquid. And they 
disagree in the dispute between these tanna’im, as it was taught in a 
baraita: In the case of one who cuts olives" with soiled, i.e., ritually 
impure, hands, the olives are rendered susceptible to ritual impurity 
through the liquid that comes from them, and his hands render the 
olives ritually impure. Ifhe cut them in order to dip them in salt, the 
olives are not rendered susceptible to ritual impurity, because if that 
liquid emerged from the olives against the owner’s will, the liquid can- 
not render food susceptible to ritual impurity. 
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If he was cutting in order to ascertain whether his olives have 

reached the stage of ripeness at which they are fit to be harvested 

or not, they are not rendered susceptible to ritual impurity. Rab- 
bi Yehuda said: They are rendered susceptible to ritual impurity. 
What, do they not disagree with regard to this? One Sage, Rabbi 

Yehuda, held that liquid that emerges when one tests the olives but 
which stands to go to waste, is liquid and renders food susceptible 

to ritual impurity; and one Sage held that it is not liquid and does 

not render food susceptible to ritual impurity. 


Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, said: The last two disputes are 
not necessarily parallel. These tanna’im, who disagreed with regard 
to olives, disagreed with regard to liquid that stands to go to waste, 
and those tanna’im, who disagreed with regard to the liquid on the 
bread, disagreed with regard to liquid that stands to be used to 
shine it. 


Rabbi Zeira said that Rav Hiyya bar Ashi said that Rav said: A 
person may squeeze a cluster of grapes into a pot with food in it 
on Shabbat, because liquid that is squeezed directly into food is 
considered food rather than liquid; however, one may not do so 
into a bowl that is empty or that contains liquid. And squeezing a 
fish for its brine is permitted even into a bowl. 


Rav Dimi sat and stated this halakha. Abaye said to Rav Dimi: 

You teach this halakha in the name of Rav and it is not difficult for 

you; we teach it in the name of Shmuel and it is difficult for us for 

the following reason: Did Shmuel say that it is permitted to squeeze 

a fish for its brine even into a bowl? Wasn’t it stated that there was 

a dispute with regard to pickled vegetables that one squeezed?" 

Rav said: If he wants to squeeze them because he needs the vege- 
tables themselves without the liquid, it is permitted to do so even 

ab initio on Shabbat. And if he squeezes them because he needs their 
liquid, he is exempt from bringing a sin-offering, but it is prohib- 
ited to do so ab initio. 


And with regard to boiled vegetables, whether he needs the veg- 
etables themselves without their liquid or whether he wants to 
squeeze the vegetables for their liquids, it is permitted to squeeze 
them on Shabbat. And Shmuel said: With regard to both pickled 
vegetables and boiled vegetables, if he squeezes them for the 
vegetables themselves, it is permitted, and ifhe squeezes them for 
their liquids, he is exempt from bringing a sin-offering, but it is 
prohibited to do so ab initio. Apparently, squeezing fish for its 
brine" falls into the category of squeezing boiled items for their 
liquid, which according to Shmuel is prohibited. As such, Shmuel’s 
two statements appear contradictory. 


He said to him: You can certainly rely on my version of this state- 
ment. To underscore his point, he uttered the oath-like expression: 
By God! and applied the verse: “Whom I shall see for myself; my 
eyes have seen it, and not another’s” (Job 19:27)." I heard this 
tradition from the mouth of Rabbi Yirmeya, and Rabbi Yirmeya 
heard it from Rabbi Zeira, and Rabbi Zeira heard it from Rav 
Hiyya bar Ashi, and Rav Hiyya bar Ashi heard it from Rav, and 
each transmitter of this tradition is a reliable source. 


HALAKHA 


Pickled vegetables that one squeezed, etc. - ppnow mwaa 


^D: It is permitted to squeeze pickled vegetables or boiled veg- 


etables into an empty bowl if one’s intention is to improve the 
taste of the vegetables and not to utilize their liquid. If one is 
squeezing them in order to utilize the liquid, it is permitted to 
squeeze the vegetables into a pot of food. Rabbeinu Hananel 
rules stringently and prohibits doing so even in that case. All 
the commentaries agree that it is prohibited to squeeze the 
vegetables for their liquid into an empty bowl. The ruling is 


based on the shared opinion of Shmuel and Rabbi Yohanan, 


who disagree with Rav’'s opinion that it is permitted to squeeze 


boiled vegetables even for their liquid. However, the combined 
position of Rav and Shmuel, which is also confirmed by the Sage 
from the school of Menashe, overrules Rabbi Yohanan's view that 
one is liable to bring a sin-offering for that transgression (Maggid 
Mishne; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 21:13; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 320:7). 


Fish for its brine - iy XT: It is prohibited to squeeze fish to ex- 
tract its brine, in accordance with the conclusion of the Gemara 
and the opinion of Shmuel and Rabbi Yohanan (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim, 32:7-8). 


rom the publisher 


NOTES —————_———_- 
My eyes have seen it, and not another's - x INT YY 
at: Abaye asked whether or not this statement was at- 
tributed to Rav in order to resolve the difficulty with re- 
gard to Shmuel, whose two statements are contradictory. 
Therefore, Rav Dimi told him exactly who transmitted this 
halakha, declaring that each is a reliable source. The at- 
tribution to Rav could therefore be relied upon as though 
they had heard the halakha directly from Rav himself. 
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NOTES 


Interprets the baraita according to his 
line of reasoning by emending the ba- 
raita and adding to it - may yun: In 
general, emendations of tannaitic texts are 
only made when it can be proven that the 
current text is unreliable or has internal con- 
tradictions. In this context, since the issue is 
a baraita, which is always considered less 
authoritative than a mishna, and the text that 
appears in the baraita is difficult according to 
all known opinions on the matter, the Sages 
resolved the textual difficulty by adding a 
significant amount of text to the baraita. 


S 


HALAKHA 


The prohibition of squeezing by Torah law - 
MNT Ja Mend no: By Torah law, one is li- 
able for squeezing only if one crushes grapes 

or olives to use the liquid. The prohibition to 

squeeze other types of fruit is by rabbinic law, 
in accordance with the Sage of the school of 
Menashe (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 8:10). 
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PEREK XXII: 145A -pT 2p 


Apropos the topic of squeezing pickled vegetables, the Gemara addresses 

the matter itself. We learned that with regard to pickled vegetables that 

one squeezed, Rav said that if he squeezes them for themselves, it is per- 
mitted, and if he squeezes them for their liquids he is exempt from bring- 
ing a sin-offering, but it is prohibited to do so ab initio; and with regard to 

boiled vegetables, if he squeezes them both for themselves and for their 
liquids it is permitted. And Shmuel said: With regard to both this, pickled 

vegetables, and that, boiled vegetables, squeezing for the vegetables them- 
selves without liquid is permitted; squeezing them for their liquids, one 

is exempt, but it is prohibited to do so ab initio. Rabbi Yohanan said: With 

regard to both pickled vegetables and boiled vegetables, if one squeezes 

them for the vegetables themselves it is permitted; if one squeezes them 

for their liquids, he is liable to bring a sin-offering for having performed 

a labor prohibited by Torah law. 


The Gemara raises an objection based on that which was taught in a barai- 
ta: One may squeeze pickled vegetables on Shabbat for the purpose of 
using them on Shabbat but not for the conclusion of Shabbat. And one 
may not squeeze olives and grapes at all on Shabbat, and if one squeezed 
them unwittingly, he is liable to bring a sin-offering. Apparently, it is permit- 
ted to squeeze pickled vegetables ab initio on Shabbat for any purpose, even 
for their juice, and if so, it is difficult according to the opinion of Ray, it is 
difficult according to the opinion of Shmuel, and it is difficult according 
to the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan, which all assert that squeezing pickled 
vegetables for their juice is prohibited on some level. The Gemara responds 
that Rav interprets the baraita according to his line of reasoning, Shmuel 
interprets the baraita according to his line of reasoning, and Rabbi 
Yohanan interprets the baraita according to his line of reasoning. The 
Gemara proceeds to elucidate how the baraita is explained according to each 
opinion. 


Rav interprets the baraita according to his line of reasoning by emending 

the baraita and adding to it: One may squeeze pickled vegetables on 
Shabbat for the purpose of Shabbat, but not for the conclusion of Shab- 
bat. In what case is this statement said? When one squeezes the vegetables 

for themselves; however, if one squeezes them for their liquid, he is ex- 
empt from bringing a sin-offering, but it is prohibited to do so. And with 

regard to boiled vegetables, whether one squeezes them for themselves 

or whether he does so for their liquid, it is permitted. And with regard to 

olives and grapes, one may not squeeze them at all, and if one squeezed 

them unwittingly he is liable to bring a sin-offering. 


Shmuel interprets the baraita according to his line of reasoning by emend- 
ing the baraita and adding to it: One may squeeze pickled vegetables on 
Shabbat for the purpose of Shabbat, and the same is true for boiled 
vegetables. In what case is this statement said? When one squeezes them 
for themselves; however, if he squeezes them for their liquids, he is not 
liable to bring a sin-offering, but it is prohibited to do so. And with regard 
to olives and grapes, one may not squeeze them at all, and if one squeezed 
them unwittingly, he is liable to bring a sin-offering. 


And Rabbi Yohanan also interprets the baraita according to his line of 
reasoning by emending the baraita and adding to it: One may squeeze 
pickled vegetables for the purpose of Shabbat but not for the conclusion 
of Shabbat, and that ruling applies both to pickled vegetables and to 
boiled vegetables. In what case is this statement said? When one squeez- 
es them for themselves, but if he does so for their liquids, one may not 
squeeze them, and if one squeezed them unwittingly, he becomes like one 
who squeezed olives or grapes, and he is liable to bring a sin-offering. 


Rav Hiyya bar Ashi said that Rav said: By Torah law," one is only liable 
for stomping on olives and grapes, and all other prohibitions related to 
squeezing or juicing are rabbinic decrees and protective measures. And 
similarly, it was taught in the school of Menashe: By Torah law, one is 
only liable for stomping on olives and grapes. And it was taught in the 
school of Menashe: And testimony of one witness based solely on what he 
learned from the mouth of another witness, i.e., hearsay testimony, is valid 
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Those who are valid for testimony enabling a woman to 
remarry — TWX my wwa: Hearsay testimony is admis- 
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only for testimony that a woman’s husband died, enabling her to 
remarry. Only in that case can a ruling rely on hearsay testimony, 
and that is specifically so the woman will be allowed to remarry. 


A dilemma was raised before the Sages about a related matter: With 
regard to hearsay testimony in testimony permitting a priest to eat 
a firstborn animal," what is the halakha? After the destruction of the 
Temple, the Sages decreed that if a priest has the firstborn offspring 
of a kosher animal and it becomes blemished, he must bring wit- 
nesses to testify that he did not cause the blemish. Priests were sus- 
pected of violating the prohibition against inflicting a wound on 
firstborn animals to enable them to eat the animals. The question here 
pertains to a case in which there is no one available who can testify 
that he saw firsthand how the animal was blemished, but there is 
someone who heard from an eyewitness how the blemish was caused. 
Rav Ami prohibited accepting hearsay testimony in this case, and 
Rav Asi permitted doing so. 


Rav Ami said to Rav Asi: Didn't the school of Menashya teach that 
hearsay testimony is only valid in testimony enabling a woman to 
remarry, indicating that it is not accepted in the case of a firstborn 
animal? Rav Asi answered: Emend the previously cited ruling and say: 
Hearsay testimony is only valid in testimony for which the testi- 
mony of a woman is valid. A woman's testimony is accepted with 
regard to the death of a man, enabling his wife to remarry, and it is 
also accepted with regard to a firstborn animal. Rav Yeimar deemed 
hearsay testimony valid in permitting the slaughter of a firstborn 
animal that developed a blemish. Mareimar called him: Yeimar who 
permits the firstborn; Mareimar was of the opinion that testimony 
of that kind is invalid and cannot provide the basis to allow the animal 
to be slaughtered. The Gemara concludes: And the halakha is that 
hearsay testimony is valid with regard to a firstborn animal." 


We learned in the mishna that according to Rabbi Eliezer, honey that 
flows on its own from honeycombs is permitted on Shabbat. When 
Rav Hoshaya came from Neharde’a, he came and brought a baraita 
with him: With regard to olives and grapes that one crushed before 
Shabbat and their juices seeped out on their own" on Shabbat, the 
juices are prohibited for use on Shabbat; and Rabbi Elazar and 
Rabbi Shimon permit using them. 


Rav Yosef said rhetorically: Did he merely come to teach us an ad- 
ditional person? This opinion already appears in the mishna in the 
name of Rabbi Elazar. Did Rav Hoshaya cite the baraita merely to add 
the name of Rabbi Shimon? Abaye said to him: He is teaching us a 
great deal, as if we learned this matter from the mishna alone, I 
would have said: It is there that it is permitted, because initially it 
was food and ultimately it remained food, since it is possible to assert 
that the honey that seeped is a food rather than a liquid. However, 
here, with regard to olives and grapes, which initially were food and 
ultimately became liquid, say that it is not permitted even according 
to Rabbi Elazar. Therefore, he is teaching us that Rabbi Elazar rules 
leniently even in the case of olives and grapes. 


HALAKHA 


blemish was not purposely inflicted by a priest (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Bekhorot 2:15; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 314:5). 


sible to ascertain that a man died overseas, to enable his 


wife to remarry. Similarly, testimony is accepted for this pur- 
pose from a single witness, a woman, a slave, and a relative 
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Geirushin 12:15; Shulhan Arukh, 


Even HaEzer 17:3). 


Testimony with regard to a firstborn animal 
say testimony is admissible to ascertain that a firstborn animal's 


Olives and grapes that one crushed before Shabbat and their 
juices seeped out on their own - IWA [PE Ww DI) DTT 
pasya xx") NAW: On Shabbat it is permitted to use liquid that 
seeps from olives and grapes that were crushed before Shabbat 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 21:15; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 252:5, 320:2). 


-i33 my: Hear- 


NOTES 


Testimony enabling a woman to remarry — TWX nY: 
This is referring to testimony that a woman's husband 
has died, which permits her to remarry. Testimony from 
people whose testimony is not accepted in other circum- 
stances is accepted for this purpose, including a single 
witness, a witness providing secondhand testimony, cer- 
ain relatives, women, slaves, anon-Jew who mentions it 
incidentally, and others. With regard to the reason for this 
eniency, see Rashi’s commentary on the Gemara here. 
The Rambam explains that since testimony enabling a 
woman to remarry establishes a fact rather than attests 
o an action, and since if the testimony is false, the lie is 
ikely to be exposed, it is not considered testimony in the 
ormal, legal sense of the term. 


Testimony permitting a priest to eat a firstborn 
animal — 12a nyy: The Torah commands one to give 
he firstborn offspring of kosher animals to a priest. During 
he Temple period, unblemished firstborn animals were 
offered as sacrifices, and their meat would be eaten by the 
priests. Blemished firstborn animals also belonged to the 
priests, and the priests could eat them as non-sacred meat 
once experts determined that the blemish is permanent. 
Priests were suspected of purposely causing blemishes 
to firstborn animals so that they would be allowed to eat 
them. Consequently, the Sages decreed that priests could 
not eat the meat of a firstborn animal without testimony 
to the cause of the blemish. Since this testimony was 
required only to alleviate suspicion, the Sages were lenient 
with regard to its requirements. 
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HALAKHA 

Any salted food item that was already placed in hot water, 
etc. — 13) pana Kaw 4p: One is permitted to soak food that 
was cooked before Shabbat and is dry, e.g., whose sauce was 
poured off (Mishna Berura), in hot water on Shabbat, even in 
a primary vessel, i.e., one that was heated directly on the fire 
(Magen Avraham). If the food was not yet cooked, it is permit- 
ted to rinse it with hot water from a secondary vessel, i.e., a 
vessel into which hot water was poured (Magen Avraham). 
However, it is prohibited to rinse old salted fish or other types 
of fish whose cooking process is completed in this manner 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 22:8; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 318:4). 


BACKGROUND 
Kolyas ha'ispanin — papy p»bip: A kind of mackerel, also 
known as Scomber colias, which can be found in several bodies 
of water, none in the vicinity of Eretz Yisrael. Its skin is soft and 
thin, and it is not eaten cooked, but rather smoked or salted. Ac- 
cording to the geonim, the Hebrew name for this fish is shavut. 


Kolyas haispanin 


NOTES 
The chicken of Rabbi Abba - xax '377 xain: Some com- 
mentaries explain that this chicken was heavily salted. There- 
fore, it was necessary to soak it after cooking it to temper the 
saltiness (Rabbeinu Hananel). 


Because they are not well-versed in Torah — %3 PRY 19h 
min: Rabbi Elazar Moshe Horowitz explains that the general 
population of Babylonia was not well-versed in Torah. Therefore, 
they would not have respected their Sages if they did not dress 
in special garments. 


LANGUAGE 


Kutah — mma: From the Persian katax, meaning milk or 
buttermilk. 
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lted food i h lread 
MISHNA2”®° oo nen at was already 


placed in hot water," i.e., cooked, before 
Shabbat, one may soak it in hot water even on Shabbat. And 
anything that was not placed in hot water before Shabbat, one 
may rinse it in hot water on Shabbat but may not soak it, with 
the exception of old salted fish and small salted fish and the 
kolyas ha’ispanin’ fish, for which rinsing with hot water itself 
is completion of the prohibited labor of cooking. 


G E M A We learned in the mishna that an item 

that was cooked before Shabbat may be 
soaked in hot water on Shabbat. The Gemara asks: In what case 
would soaking in hot water be required after the item was al- 
ready cooked? Rav Safra said: In the case of the chicken of 
Rabbi Abba," which for medical reasons was cooked so thor- 
oughly that it completely dissolved. And Rav Safra said: One 
time I happened to come there and he fed me chicken pre- 
pared that way, and if not for the fact that Rabbi Abba gave me 
three-leaf-, i.e., year, old wine to drink, I would have been 
forced to vomit. 


The Gemara relates that Rabbi Yohanan would spit from the 
thought of Babylonian kutah, because he found it so disgust- 
ing. Rav Yosef said: Then we should spit from the thought of 
Rabbi Abba’s chicken, which is even more disgusting to people 
from Babylonia. And furthermore, Rav Gaza said: On one 
occasion I happened to come there, to Eretz Yisrael, and I 
prepared Babylonian kutah, and all of the sick people of the 
West, Eretz Yisrael, asked me for it. Apparently, not everyone 
in Eretz Yisrael found it disgusting. 


We learned in the mishna: Anything that was not cooked in hot 
water before Shabbat, one may rinse it in hot water on Shabbat 
except for salted fish and kolyas ha’ispanin. The Gemara asks: If 
one unwittingly rinsed it, what is the halakha? Rav Yosef said: 
If one rinsed these foods, he is liable to bring a sin-offering for 
having performed the prohibited labor of cooking. Mar, son of 
Ravina, said: We, too, have also learned this ruling in the 
mishna, which states: Except for old salted fish and kolyas 
ha’ispanin, rinsing itself is completion of their prohibited 
labor of cooking. One who rinses these items is considered to 
have performed a prohibited labor. The Gemara concludes: 
Indeed, learn from this that this is the ruling. 


Apropos relations between the Jews of Eretz Yisrael and Baby- 
lonia, the Gemara relates: Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba and Rabbi 
Asi were sitting before Rabbi Yohanan, and Rabbi Yohanan 
was sitting and dozing. In the meantime the two of them con- 
versed. Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba said to Rabbi Asi: For what 
reason are the fowl in Babylonia fatter than those in Eretz 
Yisrael? He said to him: This is not at all the case; go to the 
desert of Gaza in Eretz Yisrael, and I will show you fowl that 
are fatter than them. Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba then asked: For 
what reason are Festivals in Babylonia more joyous than those 
in Eretz Yisrael? Rabbi Asi answered him: Because in Babylonia 
they are poor, and it is only on Festivals that they have a lot to 
eat, which causes them to rejoice. Rabbi Hiyya then asked: For 
what reason are Torah scholars in Babylonia distinguished by 
their special rabbinic garb? Rabbi Asi answered: Because they 
are not well-versed in Torah." If they would not distinguish 
themselves by dressing differently, they would not be respected 
for their Torah knowledge. He then asked: For what reason are 
gentiles ethically contaminated? He answered: Because they 
eat abominable creatures and crawling things, and that causes 
bad character traits. 
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Rabbi Yohanan woke up due to their discussion and said to them: You 
children, did I not tell you this, that the verse “Say to wisdom: You are 
my sister, and call understanding your kin” (Proverbs 7:4.) means that if 
the matter is as clear to you as the fact that your sister is forbidden to 
you," say it, and if not, do not say it; and these explanations that you 
offered are unfounded. They said to him: Then will the Master tell us 
the answers to some of them? He said to them: Why are the fowl in Ba- 
bylonia fatter than those in Eretz Yisrael? Because they were not exiled, 
as it says: “Moab has been at ease since his youth and he has settled on 
his lees, and he was not emptied from vessel to vessel and did not go into 
captivity; therefore his taste remained in him and his scent did not 
change” (Jeremiah 48:11). Apparently, one who is not exiled retains his 
strength. 


And here in Eretz Yisrael, from where do we derive that even the animals 
and birds were exiled? As it was taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yehuda says 
that no person passed through the land of Judea for fifty-two years, as 
it is stated: “I will raise crying and wailing for the mountains and a 
lamentation for the pastures of the wilderness, for they have been burned, 
with no person passing through, and they do not hear the voice of the 
cattle, from the bird of the heavens to the beast [behema, spelled beit, 
heh, mem, heh], all have fled and gone” (Jeremiah 9:9). Behema has a 
numerical value of fifty-two, alluding to the fact that no one passed 
through for fifty-two years. From the verse cited in this baraita, it is clear 
that even the animals and birds were exiled, as it states: “All have fled and 
gone. 


Rabbi Ya’akov said that Rabbi Yohanan said: They all returned except 
for the kolyas ha’ispanin, as Rav said: Those inclines of Babylonia re- 
turn the water through underground watercourses to the spring of Eitam 
in Eretz Yisrael, and the fish also returned through these watercourses. 
And this fish, the kolyas, because its spine is not strong, it could not 
ascend these watercourses and did not return to Eretz Yisrael. 


Rabbi Yohanan continued to answer the questions of Rabbi Hiyya bar 
Abba and Rabbi Asi: For what reason are the Festivals in Babylonia 
more joyous than those in Eretz Yisrael? Because they were not in- 
cluded in that curse with which Eretz Yisrael was cursed, as it is written: 
“And I will cause all of her happiness to cease, her Festival, her New 
Moon, and her Shabbat and all her Festivals” (Hosea 2:13). And it is 
also written: “My soul hates your New Moons and your Festivals; they 
are a burden to Me; I am weary to bear them” (Isaiah 1:14). What is the 
meaning of the phrase: “They are a burden to me”? Rabbi Elazar said 
that the Holy One, Blessed be He, said: Is it not enough for the Jewish 
people that they sin before Me, that they also burden Me to know 
which harsh decree I will bring upon them? Rabbi Yitzhak said: Be- 
cause of this curse, there is not a single Festival on which troops did not 
come to Tzippori to conduct searches or to collect taxes. And Rabbi 
Hanina said: There is not a single Festival on which an egmon' and a 
kamton' and a branch bearer,’ Roman officials, did not come to Tiberias 
to collect taxes, thereby disrupting the festive celebrations. 


For what reason are the Torah scholars in Babylonia distinguished by 
special garb? Because they are not native to that place and therefore 
require special dress to distinguish themselves, as people say in the folk 
expression: In my own city, I am honored for my name; in a place that is 
not my own city, Iam honored for my clothing. The Gemara then praised 
the Sages of Babylonia by interpreting the verse “In days to come Jacob 
will take root, Israel will bud and blossom” (Isaiah 27:6). Rav Yosef 
taught: These are the Torah scholars in Babylonia, who add buds and 
blossoms to the Torah. 


Rabbi Yohanan then explained to them: Why are gentiles ethically con- 
taminated? It is because they did not stand on Mount Sinai. As when 


Egmon - jitax: From the Greek tyyepmv, egemon, meaning general 
or ruler. It is usually written hegmon, with a heh instead of an alef. 


Kamton — tivni: From the Latin comito, meaning accompany or fol- 


LANGUAGE 
low. Comito originated from the Latin comes, meaning companion, 
which refers to the escorts of important people. The Latin word 
comes in the sense of government or a nobleman is derived from 
the same root (see Rashi). 


HALAKHA 

As clear to you as the fact that your sister is for- 
bidden to you — AND WY JPNN 1377 » wa 
pb: A judge must investigate each case extensively 
and should not issue a ruling until the halakha 
is absolutely clear to him beyond a shadow of a 
doubt (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Sanhedrin 
20:7; Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen Mishpat 10:1). 


BACKGROUND 
Branch bearer — mia bya: Apparently, this title 
referred to a Roman official, since it was common 
for officials, called /icotor, carrying a bundle of 
branches or staffs used to give lashes, to march 
before high-ranking officers as a sign of govern- 
mental authority. 


Roman officials carrying bundles of staffs as a sign of authority 
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Perek XXII 
Daf146 Amuda 


NOTES 


The snake came upon Eve - mn by wna Kaw: See Rashi 
for the source of this homiletic interpretation. The majority 
of commentaries understood this phrase, the plain sense of 
which would refer to sexual intercourse, as a metaphor. As a 
consequence of Eve's accepting the snake's advice, human- 
ity became morally corrupt, unable to become completely 
purified until the Torah was given to the Jewish people, or 
until the period of the Patriarchs, depending on the two 
views cited in the Gemara. 


A person may break a barrel — many ny DIK Taw: There is 
a dispute with regard to the rationale for this leniency. Rashi 
explained that it is based on the fact that breaking a barrel is 
a destructive act that does not constitute a violation of Torah 
law. The Ran and other commentaries add that destructive 
acts are only permitted ab initio in cases of this kind, where 
one performs the act to fulfill a Shabbat need. 


To eat dried figs from it — ninina mana biag: The Hebrew 
term usually used for dried figs that were pressed together 
is deveilim. By using the term gerogerot, the mishna teaches 
that even if the figs were only somewhat attached due to 
their having been packed tightly together, it is permitted to 
bring a utensil to cut them apart and to open the barrel, even 
according to Rabbi Nehemya (Adderet Eliyahu). 


BACKGROUND 
Barrel and plug - 7533701 NaN: During the week, people 
would either remove the plug from a barrel or make a hole 
in it to pour out wine. Afterward they would seal it with wax 
to preserve the flavor of the wine. 


Barrel 


Earthenware barrel with a plug or cover on top 
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the snake came upon Eve," i.e., when it seduced her to eat from 
the Tree of Knowledge, it infected her with moral contamination, 
and this contamination remained in all human beings. When the 

Jewish people stood at Mount Sinai, their contamination 
ceased, whereas gentiles did not stand at Mount Sinai, and their 
contamination never ceased. Rav Aha, the son of Rava, said to 

Rav Ashi: What about converts? How do you explain the cessa- 
tion of their moral contamination? Rav Ashi said to him: Even 

though they themselves were not at Mount Sinai, their guardian 

angels were present, as it is written: “It is not with you alone that 
I make this covenant and this oath, but with he that stands here 

with us today before the Lord our God, and with he that is not 
here with us today” (Deuteronomy 29:13-14), and this includes 

converts. 


The Gemara points out that this opinion disagrees with Rabbi 
Abba bar Kahana, as Rabbi Abba bar Kahana said: Until three 
generations passed, the moral contamination did not cease 
from our forefathers: Abraham fathered Ishmael, who was of 
lowly moral stature; Isaac fathered Esau; finally, Jacob fathered 
twelve tribes in whom there was no flaw. Rabbi Abba bar Kahana 
holds that the moral contamination ceased in the Patriarchs long 
before the Revelation at Sinai. 


MI S H N A’ A person may break a barrel" on Shabbat 


in order to eat dried figs from it," pro- 
vided he does not intend to make a vessel. And one may not 
perforate the plug of a barrel” to extract wine from it; rather, one 
must remove the plug entirely to avoid creating a new opening for 
the barrel. This is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. And the Rab- 
bis permit puncturing the plug, but they too restrict this leniency 
and say that one may not perforate the plug of the barrel on its 
side. And if it was already perforated, one may not apply wax to 
it" to seal the hole, because in doing so he spreads the wax even- 
ly on the barrel and thereby violates the prohibited labor of 
smoothing. Rabbi Yehuda said: An incident of that kind came 
before Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai in the city of Arav, and he 
said: Iam concerned for him, because he may be liable to bring 
a sin-offering as a result of this. 


G E M ARA Rabbi Oshaya said: They only taught 


that it is permitted to break open a barrel 
when the figs were pressed together. This is because in that case 
it is permissible to use a utensil to separate the figs, that utensil 
may also be utilized to break open the barrel. However, if the figs 
were already separated, it is not permitted to handle a utensil for 
the sole purpose of breaking the barrel. The Gemara asks: And is 
it not permitted to break the barrel for separated figs? 


Breaking a barrel - 


man myaw: On Shabbat, it is prohibited 


HALAKHA 
creating an opening in the barrel. The halakha is in accordance 


o break a barrel that was whole. However, if it was broken 
previously and its pieces were reattached with pitch or the 
ike, it is permitted to break the barrel on Shabbat, provided 
hat one does not intend to create a utensil. The halakha is in 
accordance with our mishna and the Gemara in tractate Beitza 
Tosafot; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 23:2; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 314:1). 


Perforating the plug of a barrel — 51372 Naya: It is permitted 
o perforate the top of a barrel plug, because it is not similar to 


with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 23:2; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 314:6) 


If it was already perforated, one may not apply wax 
to it - myw pyy pry xb napa ag: On Shabbat, one may 
not spread wax over a hole on a barrel to seal it, because 
this is a violation of the labor of smoothing (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 23:11; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 314-1). 
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The Gemara raises an objection based on a baraita: Rabban Shimon ben 
Gamliel says: A person may bring a barrel of wine and cut off the top 
of the barrel with a sword" and place it before the guests on Shabbat 
without concern that it is prohibited to move the sword or that doing so 
constitutes the creation of a new vessel, which is prohibited. Apparently, 
it is permitted to move a sword in order to open a barrel on Shabbat even 
if it is not needed to cut the contents of the barrel. The Gemara answers 
for Rabbi Oshaya: That baraita, which cites the opinion of Rabban Shi- 
mon ben Gamliel, is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, where- 
as our mishna is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Nehemya, who 
said that it is prohibited to move any utensil on Shabbat for any purpose 
other than that for which the utensil is designated. 


The Gemara asks: And what forced Rabbi Oshaya to establish the mish- 
na in accordance with the minority opinion of Rabbi Nehemya and to 
say that it is referring only to the case of a pressed dried figs? Let him 
establish that the mishna is referring even to separated figs and is in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of the Rabbis. Rava said: The mishna posed 
a difficulty for him; why did the tanna teach particularly about dried 
figs? Let him teach a more general halakha with regard to fruit. Rather, 
learn from here that the mishna is referring specifically to pressed dried 
figs, and it is because one requires a utensil to separate them that he may 
use it to open the barrel as well. 


It was taught in one baraita: If one has sealed, wicker baskets of dried 
figs or of dates," one may untie the basket’s knot on Shabbat, and un- 
braid the basket and cut it open. And it was taught in another baraita: 
One may untie the knot, but one may not unbraid or cut the basket. 
There is a contradiction between these two baraitot. The Gemara resolves 
this contradiction: This is not difficult. This baraita, which permits all of 
these actions, is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis. That ba- 
raita, which prohibits unbraiding and cutting, is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Nehemya. As it was taught in a baraita that Rabbi 
Nehemya says: Even a large spoon and even a cloak and even a knife 
may only be taken on Shabbat for their designated use, and it is therefore 
prohibited to take a knife to cut open baskets of fruit. 


The students raised a dilemma before Rav Sheshet: What is the halakha 
with regard to whether or not it is permitted to perforate a barrel with a 
spear [burtiya]"' on Shabbat? Is the assumption that one intends to 
make an opening in the barrel and it is therefore prohibited, or perhaps 
is the assumption that one merely intends to display generosity and it 
is permitted? Rav Sheshet said to them: He intends to make an opening 
in the barrel and it is prohibited. 


The Gemara raises an objection based on that which was taught in the 
baraita that Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: One may bring a barrel 
of wine on Shabbat and cut offits top with a sword. This contradicts Rav 
Sheshet’s opinion that opening a barrel with a spear is prohibited? He 
answered them: There, in the case of the sword, since one essentially 
destroys the barrel by cutting off its top, he certainly intends to display 
generosity by breaking the barrel open in his guests’ honor. However, 
here, in the case of spearing a hole in the barrel, if it were true that he 
intends to display generosity, let him open the top of the barrel by re- 
moving its plug. By perforating the barrel, he indicates that he specifi- 
cally wants there to be a small hole. 


We learned in the mishna: And one may not perforate the plug of a bar- 
rel; this is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda, and the Rabbis permit it. Rav 
Huna said: This dispute is only with regard to a case where one seeks to 
make a perforation on top of the plug; however, if he seeks to perforate 
it from the side, everyone agrees that it is prohibited, because people 
sometimes puncture a barrel beneath the plug in this way. And that is 
what the mishna is teaching: One may not perforate it on its side. 
Whereas Rav Hisda said: This dispute is with regard to a case where one 
seeks to perforate it from the side; however, if one seeks to perforate it 
on top, everyone agrees that it is permitted, and with regard to that 
which the mishna is teaching: One may not perforate it on its side, 
there it is referring to perforating the barrel itself, not the plug. 


HALAKHA 

A person may bring a barrel of wine and cut off 
the top with a sword - bw mana ny ons wan 
4a AWK Pan j»: One is permitted to remove 
the top of a barrel with a sword, because one is 
not creating an opening and one’s intention is 
merely to display his generosity. However, making 
a hole in any other way is prohibited, in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rav Sheshet (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 23:2; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 314:6). 


Wicker baskets of dried figs or of dates - nibnin 
Dyn by ninina bw: If one has tightly woven 
baskets containing dried fruits, it is permitted to 
untie or cut the rope that keeps them closed, or 
even to cut the baskets themselves on Shabbat, in 
accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis in the 
baraita (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 314:8). 


NOTES 

With a spear — 9123: Some commentaries 
explain that the term burtiya refers to a special 
type of drill used to make holes in the plugs of 
barrels. According to this explanation, it is easy to 
understand why Rav Sheshet would prohibit using 
this tool, because one would create a real opening 
in the same manner as he would during the week 
(see Rabbeinu Hananel and Meir). 


LANGUAGE 
Spear [burtiya] - KYA: Either from the Greek 
Bédog, belos, meaning missile and putnp, ruter, 
meaning one who draws a missile, or from the 
Latin verutum, meaning spear. 
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HALAKHA 


Any opening that is not made to insert and to re- 
move is not an opening - D3377 nwy imgw nna ba 
ning ivy- wyi: According to Torah law, onlya hole 
hat is used both to insert something into an area and 
o remove something from it is considered an opening. 
However, the Sages prohibited fashioning openings 
hat serve only one of these purposes, as stated by 
Rabba. Included in this decree is the prohibition against 
creating a new hole in a barrel or adding to a preexist- 
ing hole on Shabbat. However, one may reopen an old 
hole that was sealed (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 23:1, 10:16). 


Perek XXII 
Daf146 Amudb 


HALAKHA 


Perforating an old hole - pW? 33 apy: With regard 
to a barrel with a hole that was sealed, if the hole was 
below the level of the sediment in the barrel, it is pro- 
hibited to open it on Shabbat. If the hole was above the 
level of the sediment, it is permitted, even if it is a large 
hole (Mishna Berura), in accordance with the baraita 
as explained by Rava (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 23:1; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 314:2). 
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The Sages taught in a baraita: One may not create a new hole in 
a vessel on Shabbat. And if one seeks to add to and widen an 
already existing hole, one may add to it; and some say that one 
may not even add to an already existing hole. And all opinions, 
even those who generally prohibit creating new holes, agree that 
one may perforate the seal over an old hole, even ab initio. And 
with regard to the opinion of the first tanna, the Gemara asks: 
What is different about perforating the seal over an old hole that 
makes it permitted, whereas creating a new hole is not permitted? 
Is it because in creating the new hole he is creating an opening? 
If so, by adding to an already existing hole he is also creating an 
opening. 


Rabba said: Actually, even creating a new hole is not prohibited, 
because by Torah law, any opening that is not made to both 
insert and to remove is not considered an opening," and a hole 
that one perforates in a barrel is intended exclusively to remove 
the contents of the barrel. And it was the Sages who issued a 
decree that one may not perforate a vessel because it is similar to 
perforating a chicken coop, which is designated for use in both 
directions, e.g., to let in air and to let out heat, and it is therefore 
prohibited by Torah law. And therefore we learned that if one 
seeks to add to an existing hole one may add to it. There is no 
reason to prohibit this due to concern that one may do so ina 
chicken coop, because one will certainly not come to add to an 
already existing hole in a chicken coop, 


because one does not want vermin to enter the coop. And when 
we learned that some say that one may not add to a preexisting 
hole, that ruling is also due to a decree lest one come to do so in 
a chicken coop, as sometimes one does not properly create the 
opening initially, and comes to expand it so that it will be fit for 
use. In that case, widening the opening is considered its comple- 
tion. Rav Nahman taught in the name of Rabbi Yohanan: The 
halakha is in accordance with the statement cited as: Some say. 


We learned in the baraita: And everyone agrees that one may 
perforate an old hole" that was sealed ab initio. Rav Yehuda said 

that Shmuel said: They only taught this in a place where the hole 

is made to strain the wine from the sediment; however, if it was 

made to reinforce the barrel, it is prohibited (ge onim). The Ge- 
mara asks: What are the circumstances in which a hole is con- 
sidered to have been made to strain and what are the circum- 
stances in which a hole is meant to reinforce the barrel? Rav 
Hisda said: If one perforates the barrel above the level of the wine, 
that is a hole designated to strain the wine, and if one perforates 

the barrel below the level of the wine, that is a hole designated to 

reinforce the barrel. Rava said: A hole made below the level of 
the wine is also designated to strain the wine, and what are the 

circumstances in which a hole is meant to reinforce the barrel? 

It is in a case where one perforated it below the sediment. 
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Abaye said to Rava: A baraita was taught that supports your 
opinion" that any opening retains its status unless it is absolutely 
clear that it is no longer used for that purpose. When dividing a 
courtyard between the owners of the houses in it, in addition to 
an equal share of the courtyard, each receives the four cubits ad- 
joining each entrance leading from his house to the courtyard. A 
house with a sealed entrance still has the four cubits adjoining 
that entrance," because the entrance can be reopened. It is only 
if one broke its doorposts and sealed the entrance that the en- 
trance has been completely negated and it does not have the four 
cubits adjoining it. This applies similarly to the halakhot of ritual 
impurity: A house in which there is a corpse transmits ritual im- 
purity only through its doorways. A house with sealed entrances 
does not render all of its surroundings ritually impure; the 
ritual impurity only extends opposite the entrances. However, if 
one broke its doorposts, it is no longer considered an entrance, 
and it renders all of its surroundings ritually impure. 


With regard to inserting a reed through a hole in a barrel" in order 
to draw wine through it, Rav prohibited doing so on Shabbat, and 
Shmuel permitted doing so. The Gemara elaborates: With regard 
to cutting and inserting the reed ab initio, everyone agrees that 
it is prohibited, because this is considered fashioning a utensil. 
With regard to restoring a prepared reed to its place, everyone 
agrees that it is permitted. When they disagree is in a case where 
the reed has been cut but not yet inserted into the barrel. The 
one who prohibits doing so, Rav, holds that we issue a decree 
that prohibits inserting the reed due to the concern that perhaps 
one will come to cut the reed ab initio for this purpose; and the 
one who permits doing so, Shmuel, holds that we do not issue a 
decree in that situation. 


The Gemara notes that Rav and Shmuel’s dispute is parallel to a 
dispute between tanna’im: One may not cut a reed tube on a 
Festival, and needless to say, it is prohibited on Shabbat. And if 
it was already cut but fell, one may restore it to its place on Shab- 
bat, and needless to say, it is permitted to do so on a Festival. 
And Rabbi Yoshiya is lenient in this matter. 


The Gemara asks with regard to the statement of Rabbi Yoshiya: 
On which section of the baraita is he commenting? If you say that 
he is referring to the first clause of the baraita, which discusses 
cutting a tube, isn’t he creating a vessel, which is a prohibited 
labor? How could Rabbi Yoshiya permit doing so? Rather, say 
that he is referring to the latter clause of the baraita, which dis- 
cusses restoring a fallen tube to its place; the first tanna also 
permits doing so, leaving no room for further leniency by Rabbi 
Yoshiya. Rather, it is with regard to a case in which it was cut but 
not inserted into the barrel that there is a practical difference 
between them: One Sage, the first tanna, held that we issue a 
decree that prohibits doing so, and one Sage held that we do not 
issue a decree. The Gemara concludes: Rav Sheisha, son of Rav 
Idi, taught publicly in the name of Rabbi Yohanan: The halakha 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yoshiya. 


And we also learned in the mishna: And if the barrel was already 
perforated, one may not seal the hole with wax. There is a dispute 
among the amora’im whether or not it is permitted to seal that 
hole with oil: Rav prohibited doing so, and Shmuel permitted 
doing so. The Gemara explains: The one who prohibits doing so, 
Ray, holds that we issue a decree prohibiting oil due to concern 
lest one come to seal the hole with wax. And the one who per- 
mits doing so, Shmuel, holds that we do not issue a decree pro- 
hibiting oil due to concern lest one come to use wax to seal the 
hole. Rav Shmuel bar bar Hana said to Rav Yosef: How is Rav 
cited as prohibiting the sealing of the hole in a barrel with oil on 
Shabbat? You told us explicitly in Rav’s name: Oil is permitted 
for use in sealing a hole. 


NOTES 


A baraita was taught that supports your opinion — XAA 
» yin: Rabbi Akiva Eiger in Derush VeHiddush explains 
that the proof that Abaye cites from the baraita should not 
be understood as support for the opinion of Rava in his dis- 
pute with Rav Hisda. Rather, it is proof that when an opening 
has been sealed in the most effective manner possible, the 
original opening is completely negated and it is as though 
there had never been a hole. 


Four cubits for each entrance to a house - ning paix 
mab: In tractate Bava Batra, where the primary discussion 
of this halakha appears, the Gemara describes precisely how 
a courtyard that belongs to partners is divided. When heirs 
or partners split a courtyard, each receives a portion of the 
property, and additionally, each receives four cubits adjacent 
to every doorway to the courtyard that can be utilized as an 
entrance. In deciding these halakhot, it is crucial to know 
exactly what is defined as the house and what is considered 
the entrance. 


Ritual impurity in a sealed house — pind ma nygnw: Rashi 
and Tosafot disagree whether a sealed house transmits ritual 
impurity in a circumference of four cubits all around it like 
a grave, or whether it transmits ritual impurity only under 
ledges adjacent to the house, which would constitute a 
tent over a corpse were the corpse to be removed from the 
house at that location. 


HALAKHA 


Four cubits for each entrance to a house — ning yax 
mab: When partners divide a courtyard, each is granted four 
cubits adjacent to each doorway to the courtyard, even ifthe 
entrance to the house was sealed. However, if the door frame 
was destroyed and the doorway sealed, then the entrance is 
otally negated and the owner does not receive the four cu- 
bits adjacent to it (Rambam Sefer Kinyan, Hilkhot Shekhenim 
2:7; Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen Mishpat 1721, 7). 


Ritual impurity of a sealed house - onp ma Mia: A 
house in which there is a corpse transmits ritual impurity 
o the outside only through an opening through which 
he dead body could exit, even if the opening was sealed. 
However, if the house has no openings at all, or its doorposts 
have been destroyed and its entrances sealed, the house 
assumes the legal status of a grave and transmits ritual im- 
purity to the entire surrounding area (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Tumat Met 7:1). 


A reed in a barrel — mana map: It is permitted to insert a 
hollow reed into the hole in a barrel on Shabbat, even if 
here had never been a reed there previously, in accordance 
with Rabbi Yoshiya, whose statement supports the ruling 
of Shmuel (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 23:6; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 314:5). 
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HALAKHA 
A myrtle leaf in a barrel - mana DT7 aby: One is pro- 
hibited to insert a myrtle leaf into the hole of a barrel 
to be used as a spout on Shabbat. The Sages prohibited 
this because one might come to fashion an actual spout. 
However, some authorities permit using a myrtle leaf 
when there are several cut leaves ready (Rosh and Tur), in 
accordance with the Gemara’s explanation of Rav Ashi's 
ruling (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 314:5 and in the com- 
ment of the Rema). 


Types of felt - 1b 3»: It is prohibited to wrap oneself in 
hard felt in the manner in which one wears a garment and 

bring the cloth into a public domain or a karmelit on Shab- 
bat. If the felt is not so hard and is thin, similar to regular 
garments (Magen Avraham, based on Rambam), it is per- 
mitted, in accordance with the Gemara’s conclusion that 
even Rav is not strict in that case (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat, 19:17; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 301:35). 


One may place a cooked dish into an empty pit — panid 
wan sind wan: One may place a pot of food into a pit 
on Shabbat to preserve it. In addition, one may place a 
vessel of potable water into non-potable water without 
being concerned that he appears to be insulating food 
in a prohibited manner (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 22:9; Tur, Orah Hayyim 318). 


Someone whose garments fell into water on the road, 
etc. — 131 7174 vop yqwaw ona: In the case of one whose 
garments became wet on Shabbat, it is permitted to con- 
tinue walking in them, and he need not be concerned that 
water will be squeezed from them. However, one may not 
lay them out to dry, because it creates the impression that 
one laundered the clothing on Shabbat. Once the Sages 
prohibited this, it was prohibited to do so even in the 
innermost chambers, where no one will see it (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat, 22:20; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 301:45). 


NOTES 
Cut and placed — »ma1 DYT: Some commentaries ex- 
plain that this means that the leaf was already cut and 
inserted into the hole in the barrel before Shabbat (Rab- 
beinu Hananel, Meiri, and others). 
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The Gemara cites a statement that Tavut the hunter said that Shmu- 
el said: With regard to this myrtle leaf, it is prohibited to insert it 
into a hole in a barrel" to be used as a spout. The Gemara asks: What 
is the reason for this? Rav Yeimar of Difti said: It is a decree issued 
due to the concern lest one come to make an actual spout on Shabbat. 
Rav Ashi said: It is a decree issued lest one cut a myrtle leaf from its 
branch on Shabbat for this purpose. The Gemara asks: What is the 
practical difference between them? The Gemara answers: There is a 
practical difference between them in a case in which the leaves were 
already cut and placed, as in that case, Rav Ashi’s concern would not 
apply, but Rav Yeimar would still rule stringently. 


The Gemara cites another dispute between Rav and Shmuel: With 
regard to felt cloths upon which people typically sit but that may also 
be worn as cloaks, the Sages disagreed whether or not one may wrap 
himself in them on Shabbat and transfer them from one place to an- 
other through a public domain. Rav prohibited doing so, and Shmu- 
el permitted doing so. The Gemara elaborates: With regard to articles 
made of soft felt," everyone agrees that it is permitted, as their legal 
status is that of other garments. With regard to articles made of hard 
felt, everyone agrees that it is prohibited. When they disagree, it is 
with regard to felt articles that have an intermediate level of softness. 
The one who prohibits wearing them, Rav, holds that one who wears 
these as a garment appears as one carrying a burden, and the one 
who permits wearing them, Shmuel, holds that it does not appear as 
one carrying a burden, because the material appears to be a garment. 


The Gemara points out that this opinion attributed to Rav was not 
stated explicitly by him; rather, it was stated by inference, i.e., based 
on Rav’s conduct, it was concluded that this is his opinion. As Rav 
happened to come to a certain place where there was not enough 
room for him and his students inside the house, and therefore, he 
went out and sat in a karmelit. They brought him felt cloths by wear- 
ing them outside, and he did not sit on them. One who saw this in- 
cident assumed that he refused to sit on them because it is prohib- 
ited to move cloths in this manner; however, that is not so, as Rav 
used to proclaim that it is permitted to move articles made of felt in 
this manner. And it was in deference to our Rabbis’ who were there 
that he did not sit on it, as he did not want to sit on a higher and more 
distinguished surface than they did. The Gemara adds: And who were 
these Rabbis? Rav Kahana and Rav Asi, who were Rav’s disciples 
and colleagues. 


MI S HN A One may place a cooked dish into an empty 

pit" on Shabbat so that it will be protected 
from the heat, and similarly, one may place good potable water into 
a vessel and place the vessel into bad, non-potable water so that the 
potable water will cool off. And one may also place cold water out in 
the sun so that it will be heated. They also taught: Someone whose 
garments fell into water while walking on the road" may replace 
them and continue to walk wearing them and need not be concerned 
about violating the prohibitions against wringing or laundering. 
When he reaches the outer courtyard of a place where he can leave 
his clothes, he spreads them in the sun to dry, but not opposite the 
masses, as they will suspect him of laundering on Shabbat. 


Deference to our Rabbis — niay 1133: Rav Kahana and Rav 
Asi were among the first amora’im in Babylonia. When Rav ar- 
rived from Eretz Yisrael, they were already exceptionally learned. 
Nevertheless, they deferred to Rav and became his disciple- 
colleagues, accepting the halakhic traditions that he brought 
from Eretz Yisrael. Apparently, Rav Asi was the head of the ye- 
shiva in the city of Hutzal and was considered to be the equal of 


Shmuel, Rav’s colleague. 


PERSONALITIES 


Rav Kahana was among the greatest Sages of the genera- 
tion despite his young age. The Talmud recounts the powerful 
impression he eventually made on the leading Sages of Eretz 
Yisrael. Because of their greatness in Torah and their prominence, 
Rav showed tremendous deference to both Rav Kahana and Rav 
Asi. He even refused to sit on a raised surface so that he would 
not seem to be demeaning his respected colleagues relative 
to himself. 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


DW W999 MINN TI IKOS 73D 
JQ yawn xp- nina niwy 


KDS DYA DONT DAT NYY 
pixd oxy” a KINDIY KDD 
KPIT IMD wD IKT mana 
KYND IIK Ny DT Tia 

yawn 


ON TY NY NDW 919” 
299 DNDN MOXY Dip bon a7 
wym ma Dox - pY PY 
xb bars TANA VIV A TON 
Ww KATT KAIN DYT TA 
hy ILOYIM x bax? mana 

PPIK yaw IN 


KIT 31 12K 


Perek XXII 
Daf147 Amuda 


Jaxon an - nawa iby wind 
-pnya bax pnma Kox nax K 
SODA ror max Kb aap n% 
Km AR Y- ppo Wa Vas 

amy Tp 


RIINI MEMS? yN KY 
pnag aay Aaaa yEI NPT 
139) TT a Ty) Vas IKnaw pat 

IPA Dp NY px Aaa mY 


30N APY IT AP NP MT aK 
[kyy xin] xaaa > an ry 
wo nana DENA mI by bp 
w137 xh Bs Tw yia 7) We 

on 


G E M ARA The Gemara is puzzled by the halakha that was 


taught about placing food in a pit: It is obvious 
that it is permitted. The Gemara answers: Lest you say: Let us issue a 
decree prohibiting this due to concern lest one perform the prohibited 
labor of leveling holes in the pit when he places the pot in it, it teach- 
es us that no decree was issued due to this concern. 


We also learned in the mishna: One may place good water into bad 
water on Shabbat in order to cool it off. The Gemara says: It is obvious 
that it is permitted. The Gemara explains: It is necessary to mention 
the latter clause of the mishna, which states that it is permitted to place 
cold water out in the sun. The Gemara expresses surprise: This, too, 
is obvious. The Gemara answers: Lest you say that we should issue a 
decree prohibiting this action, because perhaps one will come to in- 
sulate it in hot ashes to warm it up, which also heats the water without 
actually placing it on the fire, it teaches us that we do issue a decree in 
that case. 


We learned in the mishna that one whose garments fell into water need 

not be concerned about wringing or laundering the clothing and may 
replace them and continue walking, and then place them to dry in the 

sun, but not before the masses. This is so that they will not suspect him 

of laundering on Shabbat. In this regard, the Gemara cites that which 

Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: Wherever the Sages prohibited an 

action due to the appearance of prohibition," even in the innermost 

chambers where no one will see it, it is prohibited, as the Sages did 

not distinguish between different circumstances. The Gemara says: We 

learned in the mishna that one may spread them in the sun but not 
opposite the masses, which contradicts that principle. The Gemara 

explains: It is a dispute between tanna’im, as it was taught in a baraita: 
One may spread them out in the sun but not opposite the masses. 
Rabbi Elazar and Rabbi Shimon prohibit doing so, which is a prece- 
dent for the opinion that Rav Yehuda stated in the name of Rav. 


Rav Huna said: 


One who shakes his cloak on Shabbat" to remove dust that collected 
on it is liable to bring a sin-offering for violating the prohibition of 
laundering. The Gemara qualifies this ruling: We only stated this ha- 
lakha with regard to new garments, but with regard to old garments, 
we have no problem with this behavior. And we only stated this with 
regard to black garments, but with regard to white or red garments, 
we have no problem, as shaking off the dust would not be prohibited. 
And this prohibition applies only when one is particular about keep- 
ing them clean, but if one does not insist on wearing clean garments, 
we have no problem with it, i.e., it is not prohibited to shake off the 
dust. 


The Gemara relates that Ulla happened to come to Pumbedita, and 
while there he saw rabbis shaking their cloaks to remove dust. He 
said: The Rabbis are desecrating Shabbat. Rav Yehuda said to the 
Rabbis whom Ulla criticized: You may continue to shake your cloaks 
in his presence. We are not at all particular about this, and it is there- 
fore permitted for us to shake the dust from our cloaks. 


The Gemara also relates that Abaye was standing before Rav Yosef. 
Rav Yosef said to him: Give me my hat. Abaye saw that there was dew 
on it, and he hesitated to give it to him, because he feared violating a 
prohibition by shaking off the dew. Rav Yosef said to him: Shake off 
the dew and throw me the hat; we are not at all particular about the 
cleanliness of the hat, and it is therefore permitted to shake off the dew. 


NOTES 

Due to the appearance of prohibition — my 2519 

pyy: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rav: Any action that is prohibited in public because it 
creates the appearance of wrongdoing is also prohib- 
ited in private. That is because the Sages do not make 

distinctions in their decrees, because if the decree is 

in effect only when the reason applies, it will not be 

observed. Nevertheless, there are authorities who are 

lenient in cases in which the decree was issued to pre- 
vent violation of rabbinic law. These authorities reason 

that in those cases, the Sages did not prohibit actions 

performed in private in their decree (Tiferet Yisrael). 


NOTES 
One who shakes his cloak on Shabbat — aly swan 
nawa: See the commentaries of Rashi and Tosafot. 
Others explain that this prohibition refers specifically 
to shaking actual dirt off one’s garments. According 
to this explanation, the discussion with regard to dew 
on Rav Yosef's hat is not referring to dew but to dirt of 
some sort (Rabbeinu Hananel; Rabbeinu Yehonatan). 


HALAKHA 

One who shakes his cloak on Shabbat - indy swan 
nawa: One may not shake dew or water off his new 
black cloak on Shabbat if he would not wear it other- 
wise. One who does so is liable to bring a sin-offering 
for violating the prohibited labor of laundering. One is 
not liable for shaking dirt off a white or red garment 
on Shabbat (Mishna Berura). This is in accordance with 
the ruling of the Gemara as explained in Tosafot (Ram- 
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 10:18; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 302:1). 
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—— NOTES 
A cloak folded- nhap nby: Many commentaries disagree 
over the precise definition of the Gemara's references to fold- 
ing a cloak like a spout and forming Babylonian pockets (see 
Rashi and Tosafot), since the Gemara itself does not provide a 
precise description of the different methods of folding. Some 
authorities state that Babylonian pockets refer to folding the 
cloak on all sides into a cylindrical shape that appears like 
a bundle of vegetables. Some of the geonim have a variant 
reading of the text, kushei baklayta, meaning bundles of 
vegetables (geonim; Meiri). 


HALAKHA 


One who goes out with a cloak folded — mhua xyiT 
nhap: It is prohibited to go out on Shabbat wearing a 
cloak if the top is covering one’s head and the bottom is 
resting on his shoulders. However, if it covers one’s body like 
a regular garment, it is permitted, in accordance with the 
explanation of Rabbeinu Hananel and the Roke‘ah (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 19:19; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 301:29). 


A shopkeeper who goes out with coins bound in his cloak 
is liable to bring a sin-offering - b pasa niyna xvi 
nyn 27 i303: One who walks from a private domain into 
a public domain on Shabbat with coins bound in his gar- 
ments is liable because that is the standard way of carrying 
them. However, there is no prohibition to wear that garment 
in the home (Rema; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
12:12; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 301:32). 


Going out with a scarf on one’s shoulder - mpa pyi 
iana by: One may go out on Shabbat with a scarf folded 
over his shoulder, even without tying a thread to his finger 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 19:19; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 301:34). 


Folding a cloak over one’s body — i513 by mhu ap: If one 
goes out wrapped in a cloak on Shabbat, it is prohibited to 
fold it over on both sides or over his shoulders to prevent it 
from tearing or getting dirty. However, it is permitted to fold 
it in a manner that enhances one’s appearance, according 
to local fashion (according to the Rambam's interpretation; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 301:31). 
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Rav Yitzhak bar Yosef said that Rabbi Yohanan said: One who 
goes out with a cloak folded™ and resting on his shoulder on 
Shabbat is liable to bring a sin-offering for carrying in the 
public domain. This ruling was also taught in a baraita: Cloth- 
ing merchants who go outs with cloaks folded and resting on 
their shoulders on Shabbat are liable to bring a sin-offering. 
And they did not say this only with regard to clothing mer- 
chants; rather, any person is liable for this transgression, and 
they only stated the halakha in these terms because it is the 
usual manner for merchants to go out this way. 


And likewise, a shopkeeper who goes out with coins bound 
in his cloak is liable to bring a sin-offering." And they did not 
say this only with regard to a shopkeeper; rather, any person 
is liable for this, and they only stated the halakha in these terms 
because it is the usual manner of a shopkeeper to go out this 
way. And runners, i.e., foot messengers, may go out on Shabbat 
with scarves on their shoulders, because this is how they typ- 
ically wear them. And they did not say this only with regard to 
runners; rather, any person is permitted to do this, but it is 
simply the usual manner of runners to go out this way. 


Rabbi Yehuda said: There was an incident involving Hyrca- 
nus, son of Rabbi Eliezer ben Hyrcanus, who went outside 

with a scarf on his shoulder’ on Shabbat. However, a thread 

from the garment was tied around his finger so that the gar- 
ment would not fall. When this matter came before the Sages, 
they said: It is permitted to go out in that manner even if a 

thread is not tied around one’s finger. And likewise, Rav 
Nahman bar Rav Hisda taught in the name of Rav Hisda: The 

halakha is that one may go outside with a garment around one’s 

shoulders even if a thread from the garment is not tied around 

one’s finger. 


Ulla happened to come to the house of Asi bar Hini. The 
members of the household asked him: What is the halakha: Is 
it permitted to make a spout of one’s garment on Shabbat? Ulla 
said to them that this is what Rabbi Flai said: It is prohibited 
to make a spout on Shabbat. The Gemara asks: What is the 
spout referred to here? Rabbi Zeira said: It is referring to 
Babylonian pockets, which were formed by lifting up the bot- 
tom of the cloaks and tying them to their shoulders to make 
pocket-like folds in their garments. 


The Gemara relates that Rabbi Yirmeya was sitting before 

Rabbi Zeira and showed him a certain fold and said to him: 
What is the halakha with regard to this kind of fold on Shabbat? 

He said to him: It is prohibited to make it on Shabbat. He then 

showed him another fold and asked: And what is the halakha 

with regard to this? He said to him: It is prohibited. Rav Pap- 
pa said: Grasp this principle: Any fold made to gather one’s 

clothing from the ground is prohibited, and any fold that is 

merely to beautify oneself is permitted, as the precedent of 
Rav Sheisha, son of Rav Idi, who was beautifying himself with 

his garment by folding it on his shoulders. 


When Rav Dimi came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, he said: 
On one occasion, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi went out into a field, 
and the two sides of his cloak were resting on his shoulders." 
Yehoshua ben Zeiruz, son of the father-in-law of Rabbi Meir, 
said before Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi: In a case like this, didn’t 
Rabbi Meir hold one liable to bring a sin-offering? Rabbi said 
to him: Was Rabbi Meir exacting to that extent, i.e., he consid- 
ered wearing a garment in this fashion to be carrying on Shab- 
bat? If so, it is preferable to avoid questionable practices; im- 
mediately Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi lowered his cloak from his 
shoulders. 
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When Ravin came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia he said: It was 
not Yehoshua ben Zeiruz; rather, it was Yehoshua ben Kefusai, 
Rabbi Akiva’s son-in-law, and he said: In a case like this, didn’t 
Rabbi Akiva hold one liable to bring a sin-offering? Rabbi Ye- 
huda HaNasi said to him: Was Rabbi Akiva exacting to that 
extent? If so, it is preferable to avoid questionable practices. Im- 
mediately, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi lowered his cloak from his 
shoulders. When Rav Shmuel bar Rav Yehuda came, he said: 
This is not what happened, as Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi himself did 
not wear his cloak folded up on his shoulders on Shabbat. Rather 
it was stated that Rabbi was asked, meaning that this question 
came before him, and he wanted to rule leniently, until he was 
informed that some of the greatest Sages of the generation ruled 


stringently. 
MI S HN One who bathes on Shabbat in a ritual 
bath formed by cave water" or in the wa- 
ter of Tiberias and dried himself even with ten towels may not 
carry them in his hand, lest he forget that it is Shabbat and wring 
the water from them. However, ten people may use one towel 
to dry their faces, hands, and feet, and may carry them in their 
hands. Even though in this case the towel would be quite wet, it 
is permitted to handle the towel because there are several people 
present, and they will remind each other that it is prohibited to 
wring a towel on Shabbat. 


Apropos the waters of Tiberias, the mishna discusses the halakhot 
of bathing and medicine on Shabbat. One may smear oil on his 
body and gently rub his body with his hand; however, one may 
not exert himself with vigorous massage or by means of exercise 
in order to benefit from the therapeutic effects of sweating; and 
one may not scrape the oil off with a scraper. Additionally, one 
may not go into a swampy river [kurdima],' on Shabbat. And 
one may not make a drug to induce vomiting, nor may one 
align a young infant’s bones to straighten them, nor may one 
reset a break in a bone. One whose hand or foot was dislocated 
may not move them about vigorously in cold water, which is the 
standard method of treatment; however, one may wash the limb 
in the typical manner, and if one is cured through this washing, 


he is cured. 
G E M A The tanna of the mishna teaches the case 
of cave water that is similar to the case 
of water of Tiberias; just as the water of Tiberias is hot, so too 
the cave water is hot." The Gemara also infers from the formula- 
tion of the mishna: With regard to one who bathes, after the 
fact," yes, one may dry himself; however, one may not bathe ab 
initio, as had the mishna intended to permit bathing ab initio it 
would have said: One may bathe in cave water. This proves by 
inference 


that rinsing one’s entire body by pouring water on it rather than 
bathing in the standard fashion may well be done even ab initio. 
The Gemara asks: According to whose opinion is our mishna? 
The Gemara answers: It is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Shimon, as it was taught in a baraita: One may not rinse 
himself on Shabbat, neither with hot water nor with cold water; 
this is the statement of Rabbi Meir. Rabbi Shimon permits 
rinsing one’s body even with hot water. Rabbi Yehuda says that 
there is a distinction: With hot water it is prohibited and with 
cold water it is permitted. 


NOTES 


One who bathes in cave water - mwa %3 YT: In 
the period of the Mishna, ritual baths were not in build- 
ings. Consequently, people would immerse themselves in 
natural bodies of water, often found in caves. Cave water 
in the Gemara seems to refer to hot water used as a ritual 
bath. The Rif and the Rambam explain that the water in 
these ritual baths was naturally hot, like the hot springs of 
Tiberias. On the other hand, the Ramban and Rabbeinu 
Yona explain that the cave water was heated by fire before 
Shabbat. 


One who bathes, after the fact - 1241 yning: Tosafot 
in tractate Sota (2a) discuss certain aspects of talmudic 
grammar, including the question of whether a phrase be- 
ginning with the definite article Xn, meaning: One who..., 
expresses approval of an action after the fact, but does 
not allow it ab initio. Tosafot prove that this cannot be 
assumed in every instance where the definite article is 
employed. The style and context of the entire sentence 
must be examined to determine whether that conclusion 
is appropriate in each particular case. 


LANGUAGE 


A swampy river [kurdima] - K2 p: This term seems to 
be an Aramaic synonym of piluma, which is the version 
found in some texts. The Greek form ajAwpa, pèleuma, is 
derived from znàóç, pelos, meaning cement or thick mud. 
Some think that kurdima, or its alternate version, kurima, is 
the name of a specific river that is very muddy. 


HALAKHA 
Bathing in hot water on Shabbat - nawa pana nym: 
t is prohibited to bathe one's entire body in hot water 
on Shabbat, even if the water was heated the day before. 
This prohibition applies even if one does not bathe one’s 
entire body at once, but washes his limbs incrementally. 
However, it is permitted to wash part of one’s body on 
Shabbat. It is also permitted to wash one's entire body in 
he hot springs of Tiberias. This applies only to bathing in 
he springs themselves but not in water drawn from the 
springs (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 22:20; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 326:1). 
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NOTES 
They are suspect in this matter — 337 init by pwn: 
The bath attendants are suspect of wringing a towel 


used by one person in order to give it to another to 
use (Arukh). 


When we would study Torah, etc. — nyin pr wD 
"131: While it appears that Rabbi Yehuda ‘HaNasi is simply 
relating the custom of the students of Rabbi Shimon, 
who certainly acted in accordance with his opinion 
when they were in his presence (Rashba), nevertheless, 
since Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi relates that they followed 
this practice without qualification, apparently he agrees 
with this ruling. 


Scarf — x339: The Rambam explained that this refers 
to a small scarf that does not cover one’s head and most 
of his body, and that is why it must be tied. 


HALAKHA 


One may dry himself with a single towel - o1% 33702 
mondya: It is permitted to dry oneself with a towel on 
Shabbat and carry it home where a joining of courtyards 
[eiruv] has been established (Mishna Berura). There is no 
concern that he will wring the towel. However, he may 
not hand the towel to a bath attendant, due to the con- 
cern that he wring it (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 22:20; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 301:48). 


Ways to wear various garments in order to trans- 
fer them on Shabbat - Jy) ow wya nway p 
Nawa ONAN: Itis permitted to carry articles of clothing 
on Shabbat provided that one wears them as a garment. 
Scarves that do not cover one’s head and the majority 
of one’s body must be tied so they do not fall, in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 19:19; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 301:34). 


LANGUAGE 


Bathing garments [balarei] - nwa ba: From the Latin 
balnearia, meaning bathing garments. 
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The mishna addressed the permissibility of drying oneself with a 
towel after bathing on Shabbat, and added the phrase: And dried 
himself off even with ten towels. The Gemara comments on the 
formulation of the mishna: The first clause teaches us a novel 
concept, and the latter clause teaches us a novel concept. The 
Gemara explains: The first clause: One who...dried himself even 
with ten towels may not carry them, teaches us a novel concept, 
that the prohibition applies even to these towels, which do not 
have much water absorbed in them. The reason for this is that 
since he is one person, he may come to squeeze them. And the 
latter clause teaches us a novel concept, that even these ten people 
may carry the towel that they have all used, despite the fact that 
they have absorbed much water and the towel is very wet. The 
reason for this is that since they are many people, they remind 
each other not to wring the towel. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: One may dry himself with a towel 
on Shabbat and leave it in the window of the bathhouse; and one 
may not give it to the bath attendants, because they are suspect 
in this matter’ of wringing out towels. Rabbi Shimon says: One 
may dry himself with a single towel" and carry it in his hand into 
his home, and there is no concern lest he wring out the water. 


Abaye said to Rav Yosef: What is the halakha with regard to car- 
rying a towel home after using it to dry himself? Rav Yosef said to 
him: There is Rabbi Shimon, there is Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, there 
is Shmuel, and there is Rabbi Yohanan, all of whom permit it. 


The Gemara elaborates: Rabbi Shimon rules leniently, as we have 
already stated that he permits bathing and drying oneself with a 
towel and then bringing it home. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi agrees, as 
it was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said: When 
we would study Torah" with Rabbi Shimon in Tekoa, we would 
carry oil and towels from the courtyard to the roof and from the 
roof into an enclosure similar to a courtyard until we reached the 
spring in which we would bathe, without passing through a public 
domain. In Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s opinion, it is permitted to carry 
a towel both before and after using it to dry oneself. Shmuel is also 
lenient, as Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said explicitly: One may 
dry himself with a towel and carry it in his hand into his home. 
Rabbi Yohanan is also lenient, as Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba said that 
Rabbi Yohanan said: The halakha is that one may dry himself 
with a towel and carry it in his hand into his house. 


The Gemara challenges this last point: And did Rabbi Yohanan 
really say that? Didn’t Rabbi Yohanan state a principle that the 
halakha is in accordance with an unattributed mishna, in which 
the name of the tanna who issued the rulings does not appear? And 
we learned explicitly in our mishna, which is unattributed, that if 
one bathed and dried himself even with ten towels, he may not 
carry them in his hand. The Gemara answers: Rabbi Yohanan’s 
version of the mishna does not teach this halakha unattributed; 
rather, it teaches it in accordance with the opinion of ben Hakhinai, 
which is the opinion of an individual Sage that is not the accepted 
halakha. 


Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba said that Rabbi Yohanan said: Bath at- 
tendants may bring women’s bathing garments [balarei]! to the 
bathhouse on Shabbat as long as they cover their heads and the 
majority of their bodies with them, so that they are being worn 
rather than carried. With regard to the large scarf" that is worn 
draped over one’s shoulders, one must tie its two ends together 
below so that it will not fall. Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba said that Rab- 
bi Yohanan said: This means that one must tie it below the shoul- 
ders. In a similar vein, Rava said to the inhabitants of his city, 
Mehoza: When you transport clothing for the soldiers who are 
staying in the city, extend them beneath your shoulders so that 
you will wear them like a garment and not simply carry them." 
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We learned in the mishna: One may smear oil and rub a person’s 
body by hand on Shabbat. The Sages taught in a baraita: One may 
smear oil on and rub his intestinal area on Shabbat,” and it is not 
a prohibited form of healing, provided he does not do so in the 
manner in which he does during the week. The Gemara asks: How 
then does one do this on Shabbat? Rabbi Hama bar Hanina said: 
One first smears oil and afterward rubs" the body. And Rabbi 
Yohanan said: One smears oil and rubs simultaneously. 


The mishna taught: However, one may not exert himself” on Shab- 
bat. Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba said that Rabbi Yohanan said: It is 

prohibited to stand on the floor of the therapeutic bathhouse of 
Deyomset" on Shabbat, because it warms and heals even if one is 

not bathing or exerting himself. Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: The 

entire period that bathing in Deyomset is therapeutic is twenty- 
one days; and Shavuot is included. The Gemara raises a dilemma: 
Is Shavuot on this side, at the beginning, of the twenty-one-day 
period, or on this side, at the end, of the twenty-one days? Come 

and hear a resolution to this dilemma from that which Shmuel said: 
All medicinal drinks are effective from Passover to Shavuot; ap- 
parently, the waters of the Deyomset are therapeutic in the time 

period leading up to Shavuot. The Gemara rejects this proof: Per- 
haps there, with regard to medicinal drinks, it is so, because the 

cooler the world, the better these drinks heal; however, here, with 

regard to bathing, the therapeutic effect is due to the heat, and 

therefore the warmer the world, the better. The time period during 
which bathing is effective would only begin with Shavuot. 


Apropos Deyomset, the Gemara cites that Rabbi Helbo said: The 
wine of Phrygia [Perugaita] and the water of the Deyomset de- 
prived Israel of the ten lost tribes. Because the members of these 
tribes were attracted to the pleasures of wine and bathing and did 
not occupy themselves with Torah, they were lost to the Jewish 
people. 


The Gemara relates that once Rabbi Elazar ben Arakh’ happened 

to come there, to Phrygia and Deyomset, and he was drawn after 

them, and his Torah learning was forgotten. When he returned, 
he stood to read from a Torah scroll and was supposed to read the 

verse: “This month shall be for you [hahodesh hazeh lakhem]” 
(Exodus 12:2), but he had forgotten so much that he could barely 
remember how to read the Hebrew letters, and instead he read: 

Have their hearts become deaf [haheresh haya libbam], inter- 
changing the similar letters reish for dalet, yod for zayin, and beit for 

khaf. The Sages prayed and asked for God to have mercy on him, 
and his learning was restored. 


And that is what we learned in a mishna that Rabbi Nehorai says: 
Exile yourself to a place of Torah and do not say that it will follow 
you, as if you are in a place of Torah, your colleagues will establish 
it in your hands, and do not rely on your understanding alone. It 
was taught: Rabbi Nehorai was not his name, but rather Rabbi 
Nehemya was his name; and some say that Rabbi Elazar ben 
Arakh was his name and his statement was based on the personal 
experience of forgetting his Torah due to his failure to exile himself 
to a place of Torah. And why was he called Rabbi Nehorai? It was 
because he would illuminate [manhir] the eyes of the Sages in 


halakha. 


Rabbi Elazar ben Arakh — qW ja awhy ya: A preeminent disciple 
of Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai, at the time of the destruction of 
the Second Temple. Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai perceived Rabbi 
Elazar ben Arakh as his most outstanding disciple, surpassing 
both Rabbi Yehoshua and Rabbi Eliezer HaGadol, and praised him 
greatly, both in his presence and in his absence. He was a great 
scholar of aggada and of the esoterica of the Torah. However, as 


PERSONALITIES 
the midrash relates, he did not wish to settle with his colleagues 
in Yavne. Rather, following his wife's advice, he settled elsewhere, 
abandoning his Torah study, as the Gemara here relates. Appar- 
ently, he died young, long before his contemporaries. As such, 
Rabbi Elazar ben Arakh left a limited imprint in talmudic literature. 
The stamp of his genius is apparent despite its absence from so 
many other realms. 


HALAKHA 


One may smear oil on and rub his intestinal area 
on Shabbat - nawa oyn 133 pwrwin p29: One 
may smear oil on and massage the intestinal area on 
Shabbat, but it must be performed in a manner differ- 
ent from the manner it is performed during the week. 
Therefore, one applies the oil and rubs immediately, and 
he does so gently and not vigorously, as per the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 21:28; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 327:2). 


One may not exert himself - poaynn x: Exertion is 
prohibited on Shabbat. For example, it is prohibited to 
step on someone's body to cause him to sweat. It is 
similarly prohibited to walk or exercise in order to sweat. 
This is included in the decree prohibiting medical treat- 
ments on Shabbat (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 


Shabbat 21:28; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 328:42). 


It is prohibited to stand on the floor of Deyom- 
set — nonin bw amypypa tiny) Vox: It is prohibited 
to stand on the floor of the Deyomset bathhouse on 
Shabbat, because the water warms and heals, and heal- 
ing is prohibited on Shabbat (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 21:28). 


NOTES 
wawan: This means that one smears oil ee specific 
part of his body and immediately rubs it, which differs 
from the standard method during the week, which 
involved smearing oil on his entire body and only then 
rubbing in the oil (Meiri). 


This month shall be for you [hahodesh hazeh lakhem], 
etc. - ^3) ob ma wT: Rabbi Elazar’s error resulted 
from the similarity between the letters reish and dalet, 
yod and zayin, and beit and khaf. The Gemara relates the 
details of the error to underscore that even Rabbi Elazar 
ben Arakh, who was likened to an ever-flowing spring, 
reached so lowly a state when he left the company of 
the Sages (Maharsha). 


LANGUAGE 

Deyomset — nbiaiv: The origin of this word is unclear. 
Some authorities suggest that it refers to the bath- 
houses of the ancient city Emmaus, and Deyomset is a 
corrupted version of the name of that city. Other com- 
mentaries suggest that the word derives from the Greek 
Sypdot0c, démosios, an adjective that refers to a public 
area, especially a bathhouse. 


Phrygia [Perugaita] — x19: This is a reference to 
the small kingdom of Phrygia, Opvyia, in Asia Minor. 
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BACKGROUND 


Scraper — TWA: Scrapers were used to clean oil off the body 
after lubrication. 


Illustration of a ring containing silver scrapers and an oil dispenser from the 
mishnaic period. The scraper belonging to Rav Shmuel bar Yehuda was apparently 
similar to these. 


Aligning a young infant's bones — jop7 nx paxyr: Cases 
of limbs being malformed in childbirth are common, such as 
thigh sprains from birth, and it is often necessary to straighten 


various limbs in order to bring them to their proper location. 


These acts of orthopedic alignment are known in Hebrew as 
itzuv. 


372 PEREK XXII: 147B mp7" p2 


px opa un spram Kb bay” 
1a jyaw anawa na pria 
nisbsibn ron PIONIN bebna 
iyi iay Ta - ayisan vs 
XTay MNM Ja bene a1 .wwin 

MBDDT KATUN PPY mb 


KA "AD KDTP PTW py” 
XPI DWN PMOYY 


TOK NAW PPO DN pwIy PR” 
vw Kpn ON aaa 
ILNA- 12I D02 NPN 
yon DY Dima JX İN mAN 

poate 1o97 


TATION OPINN pasya PNY 
xp 2939 ai a1 WK TIN Ia 
PRS SBA BT) SDT Ew - nawa 
NST ATT! yaa ONT Pasy 

mia 


9D VAN WT DS PPI pry’ 
ONO! VANS IATA NIN 


The mishna taught: However, one may not scrape off the oil on 
Shabbat. The Sages taught in a baraita: One may not scrape his 
body with a scraper on Shabbat. Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel 
says: If one’s feet were dirty with mortar and excrement he 
may scrape them in the usual manner with a scraper" and need 
not be concerned about violating a prohibition. Rav Shmuel 
bar Yehuda’s mother made him a silver scraper’ to use on 
Shabbat to distinguish it from a weekday. 


The mishna also taught that one may not enter a swampy river" 
full of mud on Shabbat. The Gemara explains: What is the 
reason for this? Due to the mud," as it is likely that one will slip 
and fall and come to violate the prohibitions of bathing and 
wringing out his clothes. 


We also learned in the mishna that one may not make a drug 
to induce vomiting on Shabbat." Rabba bar bar Hana said that 
Rabbi Yohanan said: They only taught that this is prohibited 
with a drug, which is considered a medicine; however, inducing 
vomiting by hand is permitted. It was taught in a baraita that 
Rabbi Nehemya says: Even during the week, if one need not 
vomit for medical reasons, it is prohibited to induce vomiting 
because it causes loss of food. 


And we learned in the mishna that one may not align a young 
infant’s bones’ in order to straighten them on Shabbat. Rabba 
bar bar Hana said that Rabbi Yohanan said: With regard to 
swaddling an infant" on Shabbat, one may well do so. The 
Gemara challenges this statement: Didn’t we learn in the mish- 
na that one may not align an infant’s bones? The Gemara an- 
swers: There, the mishna is referring to the bones, vertebrae, of 
the spine, because straightening them appears like the prohib- 
ited labor of building. 


We also learned in the mishna that one may not reset a break 
in a bone on Shabbat. Rav Hana of Baghdad said that Shmuel 
said: 


HALAKHA 


Scraping with a scraper — NWA TPY: It is prohibited to use 
a scraper to scrape dirt off one’s body on Shabbat. However, if 
one’s hands or feet are dirty with mud, it is permitted, as the 
halakha is in accordance with the view of Rabban Shimon 
ben Gamliel (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 21:30; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 327:3). 


One may not enter a swampy river - xp) PTW pr: 

It is prohibited to walk in a slippery, wet place on Shabbat, 
lest one fall into the water and come to wring his garments. 
This ruling is based on one of the interpretations of the word 
kurdima, swampy river (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shab- 
bat 21:29; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 301:46 in the comment 
of the Rema). 


One may not enter a swampy river [kurdima]...due to the 
mud - <3 Dw.. KDI PTW px: There are several expla- 
nations for this prohibition. Some commentaries explain that 
kurdima is the name of a place where there is healing water 
and mud. Therefore, it is prohibited to go there on Shabbat, 
just as there is a prohibition against entering the Deyomset 


NOTES 


Vomiting on Shabbat - nawa nypin: One may not induce 
vomiting on Shabbat unless he is in pain from overeating or 
the like. Since it is also prohibited to take medicine on Shabbat, 
it is permitted to induce vomiting only with one’s hand, but 
not through use of a drug (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 21:31; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 328:39). 


Swaddling an infant - xpi» 93: It is permitted to tightly 
swaddle an infant on Shabbat, even if it is done to prevent his 
bones from becoming misaligned. This is not considered a 
prohibited medicinal practice. However, one may not manu- 
ally correct a child’s vertebrae unless he is in danger, because 
it is comparable to building (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 21:31, 22:26). 


(Rambam; see also Rabbeinu Hananel). Other authorities ex- 
plain that since there is a great deal of mud in the kurdima, 
there is a concern that one who bathes there may sink in the 
deep swamp. This would require others to come and save 
him, which would place their lives at risk and necessitate the 
desecration of Shabbat (geonim). 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Perek XXII 
Daf148 Amuda 


32-7371! oe pria mba 
by xb wemtanah yopox man ya 
ey PIW A 17 med 
bone. man by =) wax xD 
WT RPT NSW NIN PIN 
27 mM) Was TAWA DN PII PX 
DRV ore INANI KIT 31 NY 
ab sors aawa ny paa aya 
Kby- pma bgy XT PTI 

PPIG Mpa W yaw 


MINNST S i i 
WPD Nw Ap? ATT aap IT 
PRIIT TIDY PKD IT Y VN 

FOP MIDNA NOR Y WN 


BA NI TD YPN KD mh vox 
xb — bn ie it apaw og” 
px) iT yrn dary pisa Daw? 
Kby mh VOX KIW - XBT 
TON) "AW OS py PR” pA 
benv W MANA NIN 1) 
ab TaN WT NY pria | Yasha 
AMPI KPII KIA wba 
KOT KDT IN — WNT NIT 

arp Ny- Tas 


man by pan 


The halakha is that one may reset a break" on Shabbat, which 
was the ruling in Shmuel’s version of the mishna. The Gemara 
relates that Rabba bar bar Hana happened to come to 
Pumbedita and he did not enter Rav Yehuda’s lecture. Rav 
Yehuda sent for Adda, his attendant, and said to him: Go drag 
him to the lecture. He went and dragged him forcibly to the 
lecture (Rabbeinu Hananel). Rabba bar bar Hana came and 
found Rav Yehuda teaching that one may not reset a break on 
Shabbat. He said to him: This is what Rav Hana of Baghdad 
said that Shmuel said: The halakha is that one may reset a 
break on Shabbat. Rav Yehuda said to him: Hana is ours," a 
Babylonian scholar, and Shmuel is ours, and nevertheless, I 
did not yet hear this halakha; did I not rightfully drag you to 
the lecture? 


We learned in the mishna that one whose hand was dislocated 

may not treat it by vigorously moving it about in water." The 

Gemara relates that Rav Avya was once sitting before Rav 
Yosef and his hand became dislocated. Rav Avya then dis- 
played a variety of hand positions and he said to him: What is 

the ruling with regard to this? Am I permitted to place my hand 

in this way, or is it a violation of the prohibition against healing 

on Shabbat? Rav Yosef said to him: It is prohibited. Rav Avya 

again asked: And what is the ruling if I position my hand in this 

way? Rav Yosef said to him: It is prohibited. In the meantime, 
his hand was restored to its proper location and was healed. 


Rav Yosef said to him: What is your dilemma? We learned in 

our mishna that one whose hand or foot was dislocated on 

Shabbat may not vigorously move it about in cold water; how- 
ever, he may rinse it in the usual manner, and if it is healed, 
it is healed. Rav Avya said to him: That is no proof, as didn’t 

we learn in our mishna that one may not reset a break, and 

Rav Hana of Baghdad said that Shmuel said that the halakha 

is that one may indeed reset a broken bone. Therefore, per- 
haps a dislocated limb may also be treated on Shabbat. Rav 
Yosef said to him: Were all these woven together in a single 

weave? Where it was stated that an alternative version of the 

mishna exists, it was stated; where it was not stated, it was 

not stated. Therefore, the ruling of the mishna with regard to 

a dislocated limb must be observed. 


HALAKHA 


One may reset a break — 127 nx pirn: A broken or fully 
dislocated bone may be reset on Shabbat, in accordance with 
the ruling of Shmuel and his version of the mishna, as per Rashi’s 
explanation (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 328:47). 


rr 


foot was completely dislocated from its joint, it may be reset 
on Shabbat (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 328:47; see Magen 
Avraham and Mishna Berura). However, if it is not completely 
dislocated and does not pose a danger to the limb, one may 
only wash it in the usual manner. If it is healed in this manner, 
so be it (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 328:30). 


NOTES 
Hana is ours — {I 83M X71: Everything that was taught publicly 
in lectures and in the study hall was known to the local Sages. 
Nevertheless, the possibility existed that a Sage would teach a 
halakhic ruling to one of his students, who would in turn trans- 
mit this teaching to only a few others, resulting in a situation 
where other students of that Sage were unfamiliar with that 
ruling. In this context, Rabba bar bar Hana, who came from Eretz 
Yisrael, was the only one familiar with this halakhic tradition 
from Rav Hana and Shmuel, both of whom were Babylonian, 
while Rav Yehuda, who was the preeminent disciple of Shmuel, 
was unfamiliar with it. 


Where it was stated, it was stated — var vary MDT: The 
rationale behind the distinction between a broken bone and a 
dislocated limb is that a broken bone is a more serious condi- 
tion, and if it is not immediately reset the entire limb may be in 
jeopardy. That is not true of a dislocation (Tosefot Rid). 
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In this chapter, the Gemara attempted to clarify the rules of squeezing on Shabbat. 
Its main conclusions were as follows: It is prohibited to squeeze an item if one’s 
main intent in doing so is to make use of the liquid that emerges. At times this may 
constitute a Torah prohibition, while at other times it constitutes a rabbinic one. On 
the other hand, if one’s intent is to improve the food item by squeezing liquid from it, 
even though the action is the same as in the case outlined previously, the act is not 
defined as a prohibited labor and is permitted according to Torah law. Nonetheless, 
in certain cases the Sages prohibited squeezing as a precautionary measure in order 
to ensure that one not perform a prohibited labor. 


In the continuation of the chapter, the Gemara came to the following conclusions 
regarding food preparation: If a food can be eaten in its current state, it is permitted 
to enhance its taste. Thus, one may add hot water to improve a food unless it is oth- 
erwise inedible or the hot water changes the food into a completely different item. 


The Gemara arrived at similar conclusions regarding breaking a barrel in order to eat 
the food that is inside: It all depends upon the extent to which the action improves 
the barrel. If the act improves the barrel, then breaking it is prohibited, whereas if it 
causes significant damage to the barrel and only slight improvement, it is permitted 
even ab initio. Additionally, if one’s primary intent is to remove the food rather than 
to improve the receptacle, breaking the barrel is permitted. 


The Gemara also arrived at some lenient conclusions regarding squeezing as a func- 
tion of the labor of laundering, based on the view that this constitutes an uninten- 
tional act and a labor not necessary for its own sake, and that the Rabbis did not 
prohibit it. 
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There dwelt men of Tyre also therein, who brought in fish and all manner 
of ware, and sold on the Shabbat to the children of Judah and in Jerusa- 
lem. Then I contended with the nobles of Judah and said to them: What 
evil thing is this that you do and profane the Shabbat day? 


(Nehemiah 13:16-17) 


The prohibition of commercial activity on Shabbat is one of the earliest known de- 
crees enacted by the Sages to protect Torah law. This decree is generally explained 
as a protective measure to prevent writing on Shabbat, as commercial activity gen- 
erally requires writing in order to record and approve legally binding transactions. 
Although Torah law does not prohibit commercial activity itself on Shabbat, com- 
mercial transactions often entail numerous activities that are prohibited on Shabbat, 
such as carrying objects from one domain to another, fixing utensils or completing 
their production, and handling objects that may not be handled on Shabbat. 


As the decree prohibiting commercial activity was already widely known and ac- 
cepted in talmudic times, this chapter examines the scope of the prohibition and 
seeks to determine precisely which activities fall under the decree. In addition to 
prohibiting direct and explicitly formulated business transactions, the decree also 
encompasses related activities, such as hiring workers and granting or receiving a 
loan. However, since the source of this prohibition is rabbinic, there are instances 
where there is room for leniency, such as when the commercial activity is for the sake 
of a mitzva or when there is no concern for possible violation of Shabbat. 


Respect for the dead is another factor that allows for the relaxation of some of the 
stringencies of Shabbat, as respect for the dead honors both the living and the de- 
ceased. However, the details of what exactly may be done for this purpose need to 
be spelled out, especially because a corpse is a severe form of a set-aside entity that 
may not be moved directly. This chapter also considers which activities may not be 
done even out of respect for the dead. 


Introduction to 
Perek XXIII 
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MI S HNA One may borrow" jugs of wine and jugs of oil 


from another on Shabbat, as long as one does 
not say the following to him: Loan me. And similarly, a woman may 
borrow from another loaves of bread on Shabbat. And if the lender 
does not trust him that he will return them, the borrower may leave 
his cloak" with him as collateral and make the proper calculation with 
him after Shabbat. And similarly, on the eve of Passover in Jerusalem, 
when it occurs on Shabbat, one who is procuring a Paschal lamb may 
leave his cloak with him, i.e., the person from whom he is purchasing 
it, and take the lamb to bring as his Paschal lamb, and then make the 
proper calculation with him after the Festival. 


G E M ARA It was taught in the mishna that one is permitted 


to borrow jugs from another on Shabbat, but 
one may not use the phrase loan me. Rava bar Rav Hanan said to 
Abaye: What is different about the expression let me borrow, that 
makes it permitted? And what is different about the expression loan 
me" that makes it prohibited? He said to him: If someone says let me 
borrow, the lender will not come to write down the loan because the 
expression indicates that the borrower intends to return the object in 
its current state within a short amount of time. On the other hand, the 
expression loan me indicates a more extended loan in which the object 
is not necessarily returned in exactly the same manner in which it was 
taken. Therefore, the lender will come to write down the terms of the 
loan. 


Rava bar Rav Hanan challenged Abaye’s answer: But since on weekdays 

there are times one intends to say loan me and instead says let me 

borrow, and the lender is not particular about his imprecise terminol- 
ogy and he comes to write down the terms of the loan, on Shabbat he 

will also come to write. Abaye said to him: On a weekday, when there 

is no difference if one says loan me or let me borrow, lenders are not 

particular about his terminology, and the lender will therefore come 

to write down the terms of the loan. On Shabbat, since only the expres- 
sion let me borrow was allowed by the Sages, while the expression 

loan me was not permitted, the matter is recognizable. Both of the 

parties must bear in mind which terminology is acceptable, and the 

lender will not come to write. 


Rava bar Rav Hanan said to Abaye: Now, since the Sages said that 
with regard to all matters of a Festival, as much as we can change the 
way we do things from the manner in which we do them on weekdays, 
we change," these women who fill their pitchers with water," what is 
the reason they do not change the way they draw water from their 
normal weekday procedure? Abaye answers: Because it is not possible 
to change the procedure. How would they do it differently? If you say 
that those who normally fill a large pitcher should fill a small pitcher 
on a Festival, they would thereby add to their walking and expend 
extra effort. Conversely, if those who normally fill a small pitcher 
would fill a large pitcher on a Festival, they would thereby add to the 
weight of their load. Even though these methods are different from the 
norm, they would cause added exertion. Therefore, the Sages did not 
require that one draw water in an unusual fashion. 


HALAKHA 


Borrowing on Shabbat - nawa monew: It is permitted to borrow ob- 
jects or food and drink on Shabbat. However, as the mishna teaches, 


the borrower must be careful not to speak of it as a loan. If the lender 
does not trust him, the borrower may leave something as collateral 


but may not explicitly say: Here is the collateral (Rambam Sefer Ze- 


manim, Hilkhot Shabbat 23:12; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 307: and 
in the comment of the Rema). 


Changing one's habits on Festivals — ai piva »»w: Even though 
carrying an object from one domain to another is permitted on a 


Festival, one may not carry a large load in the usual weekday man- 
ner. Rather, one should carry the object differently (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Yom Tov 5:1; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 510:8). 


Drawing water on a Festival - sip oa O12 nbn: Even though one 
must carry a heavy object in an atypical manner on a Festival, if it is 
impossible to change the way the object is handled, or if doing so 
would require more effort, one does not need to carry it differently. 
This is in accordance with Abaye’s ruling (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Yom Tov 5:1; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 510710). 


NOTES 


The borrower may leave his cloak with him — 


byy imbu mar: The borrower may not say 
the cloak is collateral. Rather, the lender wi 


that 
Il un- 


derstand the borrower's intention in leaving the 
cloak (Rashba). Although this resembles a business 
transaction, the Sages did not prohibit it (Tosefot 
Rid), because the very prohibition of conducting 
business on Shabbat is itself a rabbinic decree. 


Let me borrow and loan me - bm ngwr: 


See Rashi and Tosafot, who both attempt toc 


larify 


the distinction between these two phrases. From 


the conclusion of the Gemara, it is apparent 
the very fac 
a particular expression reminds the individua 
it is Shabba 
An opinion cited by Tosafot notes that in s 
languages there is no difference between t 
expressions. 


that 


that a person must be careful to use 


that 


, which is the purpose of the decree. 


ome 
nese 


In these languages, the borrower 


should simply say: Give me, which does not 
any connotations of a loan (Rashba). 


nave 
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NOTES 
Clapping [mesappekin]...clapping against one’s body 
[metappehin] - pnavn...ppa0n: Elsewhere, Rashi reverses 
the definitions of these terms and explains that metappehin 
means clapping and mesappekin is tapping one’s hand against 
one's leg. 


And thus Hillel would say: A woman may not loan a loaf 
of bread to another, etc. — mwy mbm x sain Don aya pot 
1) anyan? 323: Hillel used the example of loaves of bread 
because, ‘generally speaking, no two people make exactly the 
same sized loaf of bread (Rashba). The possibility of incurring 
interest exists in this case. Since the woman borrowed such a 
small amount, i.e., a loaf or two of bread, she is likely to return 
an actual loaf, even if the price of wheat has risen, because she 
does not want to appear miserly (Ramban). 


HALAKHA 


One may not clap hands, or clap one’s hand against one’s 
body, or dance on a Festival — xb) poava xd) ppan xb 
TRVA: It is prohibited to dance, clap, or make other noises 
that accompany or stimulate song and dance on Shabbat or 
ona Festival. This is a rabbinic decree, lest one come to fashion 
or repair a musical instrument. However, if one performs one of 
these actions in an unusual manner, it is permitted (Rambam). 
Nowadays, people are permitted do these things because it is 
better that they do so unwittingly without knowingly violat- 
ing the halakha. Some authorities rule that nowadays, since 
people do not generally have expertise in fixing or constructing 
musical instruments, all of these actions are permitted (Rema, 
based on Tosafot; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 23:5; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 339:3, 524:1). 


Rebuking violators - pynay) meni: If people commonly 
violate a prohibition unwittingly, we do not rebuke them for 
doing so, for they might continue to violate it intentionally. 
This even applies to Torah prohibitions, provided they are not 
explicitly stated in the Torah (Ran; Rosh, based on other sources 
elsewhere in the Talmud). Later authorities say that this ha- 
lakha applies only to prohibitions that are not punishable by 
excision [karet]. However, we do rebuke those who unwit- 
tingly violate transgressions that carry a punishment of excision 
(Mishna Berura; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shevitat Asor 
1:7; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 608:2). 


Loaning food or objects - w¥3m Dox NKI: It is pro- 
hibited to loan anything that cannot be returned in its original 
form, except for money. The rationale is that the price of the 
object might increase and the parties involved would then 
violate the prohibition of charging and paying interest. If some- 
one did borrow such an object, he should calculate its value 
immediately upon borrowing it and repay the loan based upon 
that price. Some authorities rule that when it comes to bread 
and other common household items, people are not particular 
about the slight differences in value, and it is therefore per- 
mitted to give them as a loan even without calculating their 
precise monetary value (Tur; Rambam Sefer Mishpatim, Hilkhot 
Malve VeLoveh 10:2; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 162:1 and in the 
comment of the Rema). 


This is in a place where the price of the loaf is set - KINKA x7 
Apt YP: If a commodity has a set market price, itis permitted 
to loan it, and the borrower is permitted to return the same 
amount of that commodity. This ruling is in accordance with 
the answer of the Gemara (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 162:3). 
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If you say that, in order to draw water in an unusual manner, we 
should require a woman to spread a cloth over the vessel, she 
may come to violate the prohibition of squeezing water from 
the cloth. And if we would cover it with a lid, sometimes it is 
severed from the pitcher, and one will then come to tie it. 
Therefore, since it is impossible to require women to draw 
water any other way, women draw water on a Festival in the 
usual manner. 


And Rava bar Rav Hanan said to Abaye: Did we not learn in 

a mishna that one may not clap hands, or clap one’s hand 

against one’s body," or dance on a Festival?" And we see, how- 
ever, that people do these things, and we do not say anything 

to stop them." Abaye responded: And according to your rea- 
soning, what about this halakha that Rava said: One may not 

sit on Shabbat at the entrance of a private alleyway next to the 

post, which delineates its boundaries, lest an object roll away 

into the public domain and he come to bring it back? And yet 

we see that women put down their jugs and sit at the entrance 

of the alleyway, and we do not say anything to stop them. 
Rather, in these matters we rely on a different principle: Leave 

the Jewish people alone, and do not rebuke them. It is better 

that they be unwitting in their halakhic violations and that they 
not be intentional sinners, for if they are told about these pro- 
hibitions they may not listen anyway. 


There were those who understood from this statement that this 

halakha applies only to rabbinic prohibitions but not to Torah 

prohibitions, with regard to which we must certainly reprimand 

transgressors. However, that is not so. There is no difference 

between rabbinic prohibitions and Torah prohibitions. In both 

cases one does not reprimand those who violate unwittingly and 

would not listen to the reprimand. For the requirement of add- 
ing to Yom Kippur by beginning the fast while it is still day is 

from the Torah, and we see women who eat and drink on the 

eve of Yom Kippur up until nightfall, and we do not say any- 
thing to them. Thus, this rule, which applies to rabbinic prohi- 
bitions, applies to Torah prohibitions as well. 


We learned in the mishna: And similarly, a woman may borrow 
loaves of bread from another on Shabbat. However, as in the 
previous halakha, she may not ask for them using the word loan. 
The Gemara asks: Is it only on Shabbat that it is prohibited, but 
on a weekday it seems well. Is it permitted to borrow bread as 
aloan on a weekday? If so, let us say that the mishna is not in 
accordance with the opinion of Hillel, for we learned in a 
mishna: And thus Hillel would say: A woman may not loan a 
loaf" of bread to another" until she calculates its monetary 
value, lest wheat become more valuable and they come to 
violate the prohibition against lending with interest. If the price 
of wheat rises and the borrower returns the same sized loaf of 
bread, she will have returned something of greater value than 
what she borrowed, and therefore she will have paid interest on 
her loan. From here we see that even on weekdays it is prohib- 
ited to borrow a loaf of bread from another person. 


The Gemara answers: Even if you say that the mishna is in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Hillel, we may distinguish be- 
tween the cases such that there is no contradiction: This case, 
in which the mishna permits borrowing a loaf of bread as a loan, 
is applicable in a place where the price of the loaf is set," while 

this statement, which was said by Hillel, is applicable in a place 

where its price is not set. 
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The mishna taught further that if the lender does not trust the one who 
borrows from him on Shabbat or a Festival, the borrower may leave his 
cloak as collateral. On this topic, the Gemara cites that which was said 
in an amoraic dispute with regard to loans on a Festival: Rav Yosef said 
that such a loan cannot be claimed in court. Although the borrower is 
obligated to return the object or reimburse the lender, the lender cannot 
force him to do so by taking legal action. And Rabba said that such a 
loan is like any other type of loan and can be claimed in court." The 
Gemara explains these two positions: Rav Yosef said that a loan made 
on a Festival cannot be claimed in court, for if you say that it can be 
claimed, there is a concern that the lender may come to write the de- 
tails of the loan on the Festival so that he can claim it later. Rabba said 
that it can be claimed, for if you say that it cannot be claimed, the 
lender will not give him anything to borrow, and the potential bor- 
rower will refrain from rejoicing on the Festival. 


We learned in the mishna that if he does not trust him, he may leave 
his cloak with him as collateral. The Gemara attempts to show that this 
halakha supports Rav Yosef’s position: Granted, this halakha makes 
sense if you say that loans given on a Festival cannot be claimed, in 
accordance with Rav Yosef’s position. Due to this, he leaves his cloak 
with him and makes a calculation with him after Shabbat. However, 
if you say that loans given on a Festival can indeed be claimed in court, 
why then would he leave his cloak with him? Let him give him the 
item on loan and bring him to court if he does not return it. The Ge- 
mara rejects this argument because the lender can say: I do not want 
to stand in judgment before judges; he may prefer taking collateral so 
that he will not need to go to court at a later time. 


Rav Idi bar Avin raised an objection to the view of Rav Yosef, based 
on a mishna pertaining to one who slaughters a cow and divides it 
among purchasers on Rosh HaShana' of a year that follows the Sab- 
batical Year [shemitta]. Even during the times of the Temple, they were 
already celebrating two days of Rosh HaShana. The first day was pos- 
sibly the last day of the month of Elul and possibly the first day of the 
month of Tishrei, which is the actual date of Rosh Hashana." The ques- 
tion therefore arises as to whether those who bought the meat of the 
cow initiated their debt on the final day of the Sabbatical Year, in which 
case the debts would be canceled, or whether the transactions took 
place on the first day of the following year, in which case the debts may 
still be collected. The mishna said that if it becomes clear that Elul of 
the previous year was a full thirty-day month, the Sabbatical Year" 
cancels the debts because the very end of the Sabbatical Year cancels 
the ability to collect all previous debts. And if this was not the case, and 
the first day of Rosh HaShana was actually the first day of the new year, 
the Sabbatical Year does not cancel the loan. 


Based on that mishna, Rav Idi bar Avin makes the following argument: 
If a loan given on a Festival cannot be claimed in court, what is the 
meaning of the word cancels? In any event, the lender could not have 
presented his claim against the borrower in court. The Gemara rejects 
this argument: It is different there, in an instance in which the month 
of Elul has thirty days, for it has become clear that the first day of Rosh 
HaShana was a regular weekday. The loan could therefore be claimed 
in court, if not for the fact that it was canceled by the Sabbatical Year. 


The Gemara attempts to bring a different proof: Come and hear a proof 
for this from what we learned in the latter clause of that mishna: If the 

month of Elul did not turn out to bea full month, such that the first day 
of Rosh HaShana was actually the first day of the new year, the Sab- 
batical Year does not cancel the loan. Granted, if you say that a loan 

given ona Festival can be claimed, that which was taught that it does 

not cancel the loan is understandable. But if you say that it cannot be 

claimed, why does it teach that it does not cancel the loan? In any event, 
the lender cannot make a claim on it in court. The Gemara explains: A 
loan given on a Festival cannot be claimed in court, but since it has not 

been canceled, if the borrower gives him the money he may take it. 


HALAKHA 


Claiming a loan that was made on a Festival - nan 
avo’ NNI: Loans made on a Festival, including food 
and drinks (Magen Avraham), are like all other loans and 
can be claimed in court. This ruling follows the opinion 
of Rabba, whose opinions are generally accepted in his 
disputes with Rav Yosef, and whose opinion is support- 
ed by the Gemara’s discussion (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Yom Tov 4:25; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 525:1). 


One who slaughters a cow and divides it on Rosh 
HaShana - mI wa npm TEINN niw: Ifa 
butcher slaughtered a cow on Rosh HaShana immedi- 
ately following the Sabbatical Year, and people bought 
the meat on credit, and it turned out that the first day 
of Rosh HaShana was really the thirtieth day of Elul, the 
butcher cannot demand payment of their debts. This is 
because the debts were canceled by the conclusion of 
the Sabbatical Year. However, several authorities rule 
that debts owed to a storekeeper are not canceled by 
the Sabbatical Year. The butcher can indeed demand 
payment of the debts (Ra'avad, based on the Jerusa- 
lem Talmud; Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Shemitta 
VeYovel 9:5). 


NOTES 

Two days of Rosh HaShana — mwn wx» w: Dur- 
ing the Temple period, and even later, the beginning of 
the new month was determined by the testimony of 
eyewitnesses who saw the new moon. Consequently, 
the thirtieth day of the month of Elul was observed as 
Rosh HaShana, due to the possibility that witnesses 
would come and testify that they saw the new moon. 
However, if witnesses would not come on that day, it 
would be understood retroactively that it had not been 
Rosh HaShana, but rather the thirtieth day of Elul. Thus, 
Rosh HaShana would actually be the following day. 


The Sabbatical Year — maw mw: The Torah states 
hat debts are canceled during the seventh, Sabbatical 
Year . From the verse: “At the end of seven years you shall 
make a release” (Deuteronomy 15:1), the Sages derived 
hat the cancelation of loans takes place at the very 
end of the Sabbatical Year. After the last moment of 
he Sabbatical Year, all previous outstanding debts are 
annulled. Nevertheless, even when the Sabbatical Year 
is observed according to Torah law, it is still considered 
o be an act of piety to repay debt after it has been 
canceled. However, the lender should initially refuse 
o accept payment by verbally renouncing the claim. 
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HALAKHA 


One repays a debt during the Sabbatical Year — 
mwg ain mmya: If one is repaid a loan that was 
canceled by the Sabbatical Year, he must say: | relin- 
quish my claim. If the borrower says: Nevertheless, 
| want you to accept my payment, the lender may 
accept it. It is commendable for the lender and bor- 
rower to follow this course of action (Rambam Sefer 
Zera'im, Hilkhot Shemitta VeYovel 9:28; Shulhan Arukh, 
Hoshen Mishpat 67:36). 


Consecrating offerings on Shabbat or on a Festi- 
val — ana nawa Maa NWT: It is prohibited by 
rabbinic decree to consecrate animals or objects on 
Shabbat or on a Festival. However, it is permitted to 
consecrate a Paschal lamb on Shabbat or to conse- 
crate a Festival peace-offering on the Festival. These 
are Torah obligations that have a set time; therefore, 
the Sages were lenient (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 23:14 and Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Korban Pesah 1:19). 
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The Gemara is surprised at this statement: Does this prove by inference 
that, in the first clause of the mishna, if the borrower gives him the 
money, he may not take it? One does not have to refuse repayment of 
a loan that the Sabbatical Year has canceled. One is simply not allowed 
to demand repayment from the borrower. The Gemara explains the 
difference between the two clauses of the mishna: In the first clause of 
the mishna, in which the first day of Rosh HaShana turned out to be 
the last day of Elul, the lender must say to him: I relinquish my claim 
against you. However, in the latter clause of the mishna, in which the 
first day of Rosh HaShana is the first day of the new year, he does not 
need to say to him: I relinquish my claim. This is as we learned in a 
mishna: When one repays a debt during the Sabbatical Year," the 
lender should say to him: I relinquish my claim. 


And if the borrower says to him: Nonetheless, I want to repay you, he 
may accept it due to that which is stated: “And this is the manner of 
the release [devar hashemitta], every creditor shall release that which 
he has lent to his neighbor; he shall not exact it of his neighbor or 
brother because the Lord’s Sabbatical Year has been proclaimed” (Deu- 
teronomy 15:2). The manner of the release, devar hashemitta, can be 
rendered: The statement of release. The Sages derived that, although 
the creditor must verbally release the debtor from obligation, if the 
debtor persists in his desire to repay the debt, the creditor may accept 
payment. If, however, the loan was made after the Sabbatical Year, as is 
the case in the latter clause of the mishna, the creditor need not ver- 
bally release the debtor from obligation. 


The Gemara relates that Rav Avya would take collateral for loans that 
he gave on a Festivals. Rabba bar Ulla would circumvent the issue by 
taking something from the borrower after the conclusion of the Festival 
and holding onto it until the repayment of the loan. 


We learned in the mishna: And similarly, on the eve of Passover in 

Jerusalem, when it occurs on Shabbat, one who needs to obtain an ani- 
mal for the Paschal lamb may leave his cloak with the owner of the lamb 

as collateral and then make the appropriate calculations with him after 
the Festival. Rabbi Yohanan said: A person may consecrate his Pas- 
chal lamb on Shabbat and his Festival peace-offering on the Festival." 

The Gemara suggests: Shall we say that the mishna supports him? It 
states: And similarly, on the eve of Passover in Jerusalem which oc- 
curred on Shabbat, one may leave one’s cloak with him and take his 

Paschal lamb and make the appropriate calculation with him after the 

Festival. Here, we see that the lamb itself is consecrated on Shabbat, 
which follows the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan. 


The Gemara rejects this suggestion: This is not necessarily the case, for 
with what are we dealing here? With a case in which one registers 
others to participate with him in bringing his Paschal lamb." In other 
words, the case is not one in which a person consecrates a previously 
unconsecrated animal but rather a case in which one allows others to 
join with him in registering for an animal that was already consecrated 
from the outset. 


The Gemara challenges this: But we learned in a mishna: One may not 

initially register for an animal on the Festival. Therefore, even if the 

animal has been consecrated in advance, it is prohibited to register for 
it on the Festival, and it should certainly be prohibited to do so on Shab- 
bat. The Gemara answers: The case here is different. Since each person 

who joins regularly registers together with him, the legal status of that 
person is like that of one who registered for it from the outset. 


A case in which one registers others to participate with him in 
bringing his Paschal lamb - inps by jay DIN maaa: The Paschal 
lamb is not eaten by one individual. Rather, it is shared by a group of 


NOTES 


people, each of whom must join the group in advance. Sometimes 
one person would purchase the animal, a lamb or a kid, and then 
others would pay him for their share and join in the offering. 
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The Gemara raises another proof to the view of Rabbi Yohanan: But 
Rabbi Hoshaya taught: One who wants to bring a Paschal lamb and 
does not have his own lamb may go to a shepherd to whom he nor- 
mally goes, and the shepherd may give him a lamb to be used for his 
Paschal lamb, and he may consecrate it and fulfill his obligation with 
it. This indicates that one may consecrate an animal on Shabbat. The 
Gemara answers: There, too, it is referring to a special case. Since he 
normally goes to him every year, the shepherd has already conse- 
crated it beforehand, prior to Shabbat. The Gemara challenges this 
explanation: But it taught that one may consecrate it, indicating that 
the animal is only now being consecrated. The Gemara answers: This 
is not an actual sanctification in the normal sense, but rather consecra- 
tion by valuation. By consecrating their animals on their own, the 
owners add further sanctity to the offering. This process is merely rab- 
binic, and it may be performed on Shabbat according to all opinions. 


The Gemara questions the very basis of this discussion: Did Rabbi 
Yohanan really say this? But Rabbi Yohanan stated as a general prin- 
ciple that the halakha is always in accordance with an unattributed 
mishna, i.e., a mishna that does not mention the name of the Sage 
whose ruling is quoted in the mishna. And we learned in an unattrib- 
uted mishna: One may not consecrate, or take a valuation vow, or 
consecrate objects for use by the priests or the Temple, or separate 
terumot or tithes;" they said all of these prohibitions with regard to a 
Festival, and it is an a fortiori inference that these activities are prohib- 
ited on Shabbat as well. How, then, would Rabbi Yohanan have permit- 
ted sanctifying an animal on Shabbat or on a Festival? The Gemara 
answers: This is not difficult. Here, in the case in which Rabbi Yohanan 
deems it permitted, it is referring to obligations that have a set time, 
such that if the person does not consecrate the animal right now he will 
no longer be able to fulfill the mitzva. There, in the mishna that prohib- 
its these activities, the prohibition is referring to obligations that do 
not have a set time, and one can therefore consecrate the animal after 
Shabbat. 


MI S HN A One may count his guests who are coming to 


his meal and his appetizers, as long as he does 
so from memory; but one may not read them from a written list, the 
reason for which will be explained in the Gemara. A person may draw 
lots with his children and family members at the table on Shabbat, in 
order to determine who will receive which portion, as long as he does 
not intend to set a large portion against a small portion in such a 
lottery. Rather, the portions must be of equal size. And one may cast 
lots’ among the priests for sanctified foods on a Festival, but not for 
the specific portions. 


G E M ARA We learned in the mishna that one may not read 


the names of his guests or the appetizers served 
in his meal from a written list. The Gemara asks: What is the reason for 
this prohibition? Rav Beivai said: It is a decree lest one erase some- 
thing that is written on the list if he regrets inviting a particular guest or 
changes his mind about a particular dish. Abaye said: It is a decree lest 
one read regular business documents. 


The Gemara asks: What is the practical difference between them? The 

Gemara answers: There is a difference between them ina case in which 

the writing is on a wall and it is raised higher than a person can reach. 
According to the one who says that the decree was made lest one erase 

something from the list, in a case such as this we are not concerned 

about erasure because one cannot even reach the writing. But accord- 
ing to the one who says that the decree was made lest one read busi- 
ness documents, we are still concerned in this case. 


HALAKHA 

One may not consecrate, or take a valuation vow, 
or consecrate objects for use by the priests or the 
Temple, or separate terumot or tithes - xy pwr > 
Diwyd niann praia xh) pow, xh) porwr: One 
may not consecrate animals or objects, take a valuation 
vow, or separate terumot or tithes on Shabbat or on a 
Festival because these resemble commercial activities 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 23:14 and 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 1:19; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 339:4, 5241). 


NOTES 
One may cast lots - pen prom: The rationale for this 
ruling is that by casting lots, the priests display affection 
for the mitzva of eating the sacrifices (Rambam). 
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NOTES 

Lest one erase...lest one read - XaWw...ping’ KAW 
tp»: Since these two concerns are so similar to one 
another, and it is impossible to rule out the possibility 
that a person might erase or read a business document 
on Shabbat, we accept both concerns expressed by Rav 
Beivai and Abaye. Therefore, they only disagree about 
cases where only one concern is applicable. 


Rather, we should actually explain that the writing 
was ona wall and was raised — bias anst obiyd xd 
denn: The commentaries dispute the meaning of this 
part of the discussion. The Rif and others explain that it 
is a continuation of the previous discussion with regard 
to the distinction between the positions of Rav Beivai 
and Abaye. Other commentaries say that this statement 
introduces a new discussion, which attempts to resolve 
the differences between the mishna and the baraita 
with regard to reading a list on a wall. 


HALAKHA 
lees lists of guests or food - Dmi NVINNIP 


that one hias prepared for a meal on Shabbat, even if 
they are written high up on a wall. The rationale is the 
concern that one might read business documents on 
Shabbat. Even ifthe list is engraved, rather than written, 
on a tablet or a board, it is still prohibited to read the list. 
However, if the list is engraved on a wall, it is permitted 
to read it. This ruling is in accordance with the opinion 
of Abaye (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
23:19; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 307:12). 
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The Gemara asks: And according to the one who says that the 
decree was made lest one erase, we should also be concerned lest 
one read" business documents. And furthermore, are we really not 
concerned lest one erase when the writing is high up? But wasn’t 
it taught in a baraita that one may not read by the light of a lamp 
on Shabbat lest one adjust the lamp toward oneself; and Rabba 
said: Even even if the lamp was two statures of a person high, and 
even as high as two plow handles, and even if it was as high as ten 
houses one atop the other, one may not read by its light. This 
clearly demonstrates that when we are concerned that one may vio- 
late halakha, we do not distinguish between situations in which such 
a violation is more or less likely. 


Rather, there is a difference between them in a case in which the 
writing is on a wall and it is low down. According to the one who 
says that the reason for the decree is lest one erase, in a case such 
as this we are concerned because one can easily reach the writing 
and erase it. However, according to the one who says that the de- 
cree was made lest one read business documents, we are not con- 
cerned because a wall will not be confused with a document, and 
reading from the wall will not cause one to then read business 
documents. 


The Gemara asks further: And according to the one who says that 
the concern is lest one read, we should also be concerned lest one 

erase. Rather, there is a practical difference between them ina case 

where the writing is engraved on a tablet or on a board. According 

to the one who says that the concern is lest one erase, in a case such 

as this we are not concerned. Since the writing is not in ink, there 

is no concern that he will erase it. According to the one who says 

that the concern is lest one read business documents, we are con- 
cerned. The style of writing is irrelevant in terms of the likelihood 

that one will end up reading business documents. 


The Gemara asks further: According to the one who says that the 
concern is lest one erase, we should also be concerned lest one 
read business documents. And if you say: A tablet or a board will 
not be confused with a document, but wasn’t it taught explicitly 
in a baraita: One may count how many guests will sit inside, and 
how many guests will sit outside, and how many portions he will 
place before them" from writing that is on the wall, but not from 
writing that is on a tablet or a board? 


The Gemara attempts to clarify this: What are the circumstances 
of the case described in this statement? If you say that it was written 
in ink, what is the difference here, when the writing is on a wall, 
and what is the difference here, when the writing is on a tablet? 
Rather, is it not a case of a list that has been engraved, and none- 
theless it teaches that one may read from writing that is on the wall 
but not from writing that is on a tablet or a board? 


Rather, we should actually explain that the writing was on a wall 
and was raised." And with regard to what was difficult for you, 
based on Rabba’s statement that prohibited reading by candlelight 
on Shabbat regardless of the height of the candle, which presumably 
means that in our case, too, we should be stringent regardless of the 
height of the writing, that statement of Rabba is the subject of 
dispute between tanna’im, as it was taught in a baraita: One may 
count one’s guests and one’s appetizers from memory, but not 
from a written list. Rabbi Aha permits reading from a written list 
that is on a wall. 


The Gemara attempts to clarify this: What are the circumstances 

in which Rabbi Aha permits this? If you say that it is written below, 
low down on the wall, we should be concerned that perhaps one 

will erase it. Rather, is it not referring to a case in which it is writ- 
ten and the location of the writing is raised such that it is high up 

on the wall, and conclude from this that the statement of Rabba 

is the subject of dispute among the tanna’im? The Gemara con- 
cludes: Indeed, conclude from this that it is so. 
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The Gemara comments that in this matter, these tanna’im are like 
those tanna’im, who also argued over the same principle, as it 
was taught in a baraita: One may not look in a mirror on Shab- 
bat™ lest one see a hair hanging and pluck it. Rabbi Meir permits 
looking in a mirror that is fixed on a wall. 


The Gemara questions Rabbi Meir’s leniency: What is different 
about a mirror that is fixed on a wall? In that situation we say that, 
in the meantime, while one goes to bring scissors or another 
appliance to cut one’s hair, one will remember that it is Shabbat 
and that it is prohibited to cut hair. If so, with regard to a mirror 
that is not fixed on a wall, we can also say that in the meantime 
one will remember. 


Rather, here we are dealing with a metal mirror, and it is as Rav 
Nahman said that Rabba bar Avuh said, for Rav Nahman said 
that Rabba bar Avuh said: For what reason did the Sages say that 
a metal mirror is prohibited for use on Shabbat? Because a 
person may remove hanging hairs with it, meaning that one may 
use the sharp edge of the mirror itself to cut the hairs. If the mirror 
is permanently set on the wall, we are not concerned that one will 
do this. This is similar to the view that one may read writing that 
is high up on a wall because it is impractical to erase the writing. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: With regard to writing that is un- 
der a picture" or under graven images [deyokenaot],! it is pro- 
hibited to read it on Shabbat lest one end up reading business 
documents. And with regard to an idolatrous image" itself, even 
ona weekday it is prohibited to look at it, because it says: “Do 
not turn toward idols [al tifnu el ha’elilim]" or make yourselves 
molten gods, I am the Lord your God” (Leviticus 19:4). The 
Gemara asks for clarification: What is the biblical derivation? 
How does this verse indicate that one may not look at an idola- 
trous image? Rabbi Hanin said: Do not push God [al tefannu 
El] out of your mind by looking at these images (Arukh). 


We learned in the mishna that a person may draw lots with one’s 
children and family members at the table on Shabbat to see who 
will receive which meal portion. The Gemara infers: With one’s 
children and family members, yes, it is permitted, but with 
another person it is not. What is the reason for this? The Ge- 
mara explains that it is as Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said, for 
Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: Members of a group who 
are eating together on Shabbat or on a Festival and who are par- 
ticular with each other" that no one receive a larger portion than 
anyone else are in violation of the prohibitions of measuring, 
and weighing, and counting merchandise on Shabbat or a Fes- 
tival, and they are also in violation of the prohibition against 
lending and repaying on a Festival. 


HALAKHA 


One may not look into a mirror on Shabbat — nyaa pest px 


nawa: One may not look into a metal mirror on Shabbat, 


since it generally has a sharp edge that can be used to trim 
hairs. Even if the mirror is attached permanently to a wall, it 
is still prohibited to use it. However, it is permitted to look 
into any other type of mirror, with regard to which there is no 
concern that one will use it to trim one's hair. This ruling is in 
accordance with the Josefta (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 22:14; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 302:13). 


Writing that is under a picture — nysa nnn ban ana: Itis 
prohibited to read the writing underneath pictures and graven 
images on Shabbat, lest one read business documents (Rashi; 


Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 23:19; Shulhan Arukh, 


Orah Hayyim 307:15). 


An idolatrous image - 1b Ip¥: It is prohibited to look at 


an idolatrous image because one may derive pleasure from 
looking at it (Tosafot; Shakh; Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot 
Avoda Zara 2:2; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 142:15). 


Members of a group who are particular with each other - 
mw m prapa ann a: If members of a formal group eat 
ogether on Shabbat or a Festival, and they are particular with 
one another, insisting on fair compensation for each item, they 
are prohibited to exchange portions with one another or re- 
urn a portion that one has previously borrowed from another. 
This constitutes a violation of conducting business on Shab- 
bat or a Festival (Rambam Sefer Nezikin, Hilkhot Geneiva 7:10). 
The Shulhan Arukh and other authorities do not mention this 
halakha because, according to the interpretation of Tosafot, 
he law with regard to such a group is no different than the 
aw with regard to any informal group of people (Beit Yosef). 


NOTES 

One may not look in a mirror on Shabbat — Ax Waa pts px 
nawa: Rabbeinu Hananel teaches that this prohibition is not 
based on the possibility of accidentally removing hairs. Rather, 
the law pertains to the mirror itself: Perhaps one will find dirt or 
rust on the mirror and polish it, thus violating of the prohibition 
of repairing on Shabbat. Rabbeinu Zerahya HaLevi explains that, 
according to the Gemara's conclusion, all mirrors are prohibited 
due to the concern that one may use a metal one. 


Do not turn toward idols [al tifnu el ha'elilim] — x won bx 
moder: Most of the commentaries understand that the word 
idols [eli im] is referring to anything that lacks true value, as 
well as to idols. Rashi and other commentaries do not explain 
the Gemara's teaching: Do not push God out of your mind [al 
tefannu El mida‘atkhem], as cited above. Rather, they translate 
the phrase as follows: Do not turn toward your opinions [al 
tifnu el da‘atkhem]. The Gemara warns people not to turn to 
things that human beings imagine on their own and which 
lack real significance. 


LANGUAGE 
Graven images [deyokenaot] - nix3pir7: The origin of this 
word is not entirely clear. Some authorities state that it is de- 
rived from the Greek Seixavov, deikanon, which refers to a 
picture, especially an embroidered one. Others think that it is 
related to the word eixwy, eikon, which means statue or picture, 
with the added Hebrew or Greek prefix d or diyu. 
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HALAKHA 


A person may draw lots with his children - o7% D»512 
M32 BY: It is permitted to distribute food portions to one's 
amily members based on a lottery, provided that the por- 
ions are of equal size. However, it is prohibited to do so 
with other people. If the portions are of unequal size, even 
‘amily members may not draw lots for them because this 
violates the prohibition of gambling, as the opinion of Rav, 
which permits this, is rejected in tractate Bava Metzia (Rif; 
Rosh). The Rambam permits drawing lots for unequal por- 
ions with one’s family members (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 23:17; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 322:6). 


Due to the prohibition against gambling with dice - 
sap Dw: It is prohibited to play dice or any other game 

in which the winner takes more than the loser. This is con- 
sidered a form of stealing by rabbinic decree (Rambam 

Sefer Nezikin, Hilkhot Gezeila VaAveida 6:7; Shulhan Arukh, 
Hoshen Mishpat 370:2). 


One may draw lots for sacrifices — by pohn promn 
mmap : The priests are permitted to draw lots for por- 
tions of the Festival sacrifices on the Festival (see Ra'avad) 
because it is an act that demonstrates love for the mitzva. 
However, it is prohibited for them do so for non-sacred 
food (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Yom Tov 4:20). 


NOTES 


Due to the prohibition against gambling with dice - 
xp own: Dice players, who are professional gamblers, 
are among the people that the Sages disqualified as wit- 
nesses. The Sages disagreed with regard to the rationale 
for this halakha. According to some, the winnings from 
playing dice are not acquired in a legal manner because 
the other players do not expect to lose when they place 
their bets. Therefore, one who takes money in this fash- 
ion is considered a robber by rabbinic decree. Tosafot 
offer a somewhat similar explanation. Even according to 
those who say that money won through gambling is not 
considered stolen, gambling is nonetheless considered 
despicable behavior. 


Weekday [hol] portions — bins niga: In his Commen- 
tary on the Mishna, the Rambam interpreted the phrase: 

Portions of hol, to mean: Portions that are non-sacred 

food [hullin]. Therefore, the priests may not draw lots for 
non-sacred food. 
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And according to Beit Hillel, they even violate the prohibition of 
interest. In Beit Hillel’s view, it is prohibited to loan or return objects 
without determining their monetary value, lest the object rise in 
value and the borrower end up returning an item that is more expen- 
sive than the one he borrowed. 


The Gemara asks: If this is so, and one violates so many prohibitions 

when drawing lots, it should be prohibited to do so with one’s chil- 
dren and family members also. The Gemara answers: With regard 

to one’s children and family members, this is the reason that it is 

permitted: Itis like the ruling that Rav Yehuda said that Rav said, for 
Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: It is permitted to loan to one’s chil- 
dren and family members with interest, in order to let them expe- 
rience a taste of how difficult it is to repay a loan taken with interest. 
Also, in the case of family members, all the money, including the 

money used to repay the loan, belongs to the same person. Therefore, 
there is no real prohibition of interest. 


The Gemara asks: If this is so, and everything in this case actually 
belongs to the father, and he uses a lottery system in order to educate 
his family, it should be permitted to cast lots for a big portion against 
a small portion also. 


The Gemara answers: Yes, it is indeed so, and the mishna is incom- 
plete and it teaches the following: A person may draw lots with his 
children" and his family members at the table, and he may even do 
so with a large portion against a small portion. What is the reason 
for this? It is in accordance with the ruling that Rav Yehuda said that 
Rav said. Although with one’s children and family members, yes, 
this is permitted, with others it is not. What is the reason for this? It 
is in accordance with the ruling that Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel 
said: Raffling a large portion against a small portion is prohibited 
to do for other people, even ona weekday. What is the reason? Due 
to the prohibition against gambling with dice,"" which is prohibited 
by rabbinic law as a form of theft. 


The mishna taught that one may draw lots for the sacrifices" but not 
for the specific portions. This statement is not entirely clear, and the 
Gemara asks: What is the meaning of the phrase: But not for the 
specific portions? Rabbi Yaakov, son of the daughter of Ya'akov, 
said that it means: But one may not draw lots for the weekday [hol] 
portions" on a Festival. The Gemara challenges: This is obvious. The 
Gemara answers: Lest you say that since the priests are naturally 
quarrelsome, which the Sages derive from that which is written: “Yet 
let no man strive, neither let any man reprove, for your people are 
like those that strive with the priest” (Hosea 4:4), and in order to 
maintain peace between them even lotteries for weekday portions 
were also permitted, therefore, the mishna teaches us that this is not 
the case. 


Having quoted Rabbi Ya’akovy, son of the daughter of Ya’akov, the 
Gemara brings another teaching of this amora. And Rabbi Ya’akov, 
son of the daughter of Ya’akov, said: Anyone who causes another 
to be punished on his account, they do not bring him within the 
partition of the Holy One, Blessed be He, even if he is right. The 
Gemara asks: From where do we know this? If you say it is because 
of what is written in the prophecy of Micaiah, that proof can be dis- 
puted. It is written: “And the Lord said: Who will entice Ahab to 
go up and fall at Ramot Gilad? And one said: In this manner, and 
another said: In that manner. And the spirit came out and stood 
before the Lord and said: I will entice him. And the Lord said to it: 
With what? And it said: I will go out and will be a lying spirit in the 
mouth of all ofhis prophets. And He said: You shall entice him and 
will prevail. Go out and do this” (1 Kings 22:20-22). 
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And we said: What is this spirit? Rabbi Yohanan said: This is the 
spirit of Naboth the Jezreelite, who asked to avenge his death at the 
hands of Ahab. And what is the meaning of the words: Go out, which 
God commanded him? Rav said: It means that he was given permission 
to entice Ahab, but God said: Leave from within My partition. There- 
fore, it seems that the spirit of Naboth was told to leave God’s area 
because it caused Ahab to be punished. The Gemara rejects this proof: 
But perhaps there, the reason is as it is written: “One who speaks 
lies shall not dwell before My eyes” (Psalms 101:7), and this is the 
only reason that the spirit of Naboth was removed from within God's 
partition. 


Rather, it is derived from here: “You are filled with shame instead of 
honor. Drink, you, and be like one who is uncircumcised, the cup of 
the Lord’s right hand will turn to you and filthiness shall be upon your 
glory” (Habakkuk 2:16). The verse is expounded: “You are filled with 
shame instead of honor”; this is referring to Nebuchadnezzar. “Drink, 
you, and be like one who is uncircumcised”; this is referring to Ze- 
dekiah, who was also punished for being the cause of Nebuchadnezzar’s 
punishment, as will be explained. The Gemara rejects this proof: One 
objection to this is that the entire verse is written about Nebuchad- 
nezzar. And furthermore, with regard to Zedekiah, the righteous one, 
what could he have done to him? For Rav Yehuda said that Rav said 
about this matter: When that wicked man wanted to do this to that 
righteous man, his foreskin was stretched, as will be explained. 


Rather, the basis for this idea is from here: “Punishment is also not 
good for the righteous” (Proverbs 17:26), meaning that it is not good 
for a righteous person to issue punishment. There is no meaning of not 
good other than evil. And it says: “For You are not a God that desires 
wickedness, evil will not dwell with You” (Psalms 5:5), meaning that 
You, God, are righteous and evil shall not dwell with You in Your 
place of dwelling. Even a righteous person who punishes someone and 
is called evil and cannot dwell within God’s partition. 


The Gemara asks: From where may it be inferred that this term used 

in the mishna, halashim, is a word for lots? As it is written: “How have 

you fallen from heaven, O day-star, son of the morning! How have 

you been cut down to the ground, casting lots [holesh] over the na- 
tions!” (Isaiah 14:12), and Rabba bar Rav Huna said: This verse teach- 
es us that he, Nebuchadnezzar, would cast lots [holesh] for the royal 

leaders of the nations he had captured, in order to know whose day it 
was to service him with homosexual relations. And it is written: “All 

the kings of the nations, all of them" sleep in glory, every one in his 

own house” (Isaiah 14:18). And Rabbi Yohanan said: The meaning of 
this verse is that they rested from homosexual relations. 


And Rabbi Yohanan said: All of the days of the life of that wicked man, 
laughter could not be found in the mouth of any creature, as it is 
stated: “The whole earth is at rest and is quiet; they break forth into 
singing” (Isaiah 14:7). This proves by inference that until now there 
was not any song. 


And Rabbi Yitzhak said that Rabbi Yohanan said: It is prohibited 
even nowadays to stand in the ruins of the house of that wicked man, 
Nebuchadnezzar, in Babylonia, for it is stated about that place: “And 
demons shall dance there” (Isaiah 13:21). There is concern that one 
may be injured by the harmful forces there (Maharsha). 


And Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: At the time when that wicked 
man, Nebuchadnezzar, wanted to do to that righteous man, Zedekiah," 
this act of sodomy, his foreskin was stretched three hundred cubits, 
and it surrounded the entire company at Nebuchadnezzar’s feast, as 
it is stated: “Woe to one who gives his neighbor drink, who puts your 
venom in and also makes him drunk so that you may look upon their 
nakedness. You are filled with shame instead of honor. Drink, you, 
and be like one who is uncircumcised [vehe‘arel]” (Habakkuk 2:15-16). 
The word arel, which refers here to one who is uncircumcised and also 
connotes the foreskin, has a numerical value of three hundred. 


NOTES 


All of the kings of the nations, all of them, 
etc. - ^3) obi Dia 2703: In other words, after 
Nebuchadnezzar’s death, all of the kings he had 
captured slept honorably in their own homes. 
While he was alive, they slept in shame in his pal- 
ace (Maharsha). 


Nebuchadnezzar and Zedekiah - 1¥273133 
p13: The exposition about Nebuchadnezzar's 
homosexual activity is based on the following 
verse, which is not quoted in the Gemara: “Woe to 
one who gives his neighbor drink, who puts your 
venom in and also makes him drunk so that you 
may look upon their nakedness” (Habakkuk 2:15). 
This is interpreted as an allusion to Nebuchadnez- 
zar's practice of intoxicating his male guests so he 
could engage in homosexual relations with them 
(Maharsha). This basic storyline is one that was 
familiar in talmudic times, due to current events. 
The memoirs of the early Roman emperors are 
replete with stories similar to these about Nebu- 
chadnezzar. 
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HALAKHA 


A person may not hire workers on Shabbat - iaw? x 
nawa mdpis DI: It is prohibited to hire workers on 
Shabbat (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 23:12; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 307:2). 


One may not wait for nightfall at the edge of the Shab- 
bat boundary - ^3) onan PIAT pr: Itis prohibited 

to walk to the edge of the Shabbat boundary toward the 

end of Shabbat in order to hire workers or perform an 

activity prohibited on Shabbat immediately after Shabbat 
ends. However, one may walk to the edge of the boundary 
to retrieve one’s animal or to perform any activity that is 

permitted on Shabbat. Some authorities rule that it is only 

permitted to retrieve one’s animal if the animal can walk 

on its own (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 24:3; 

Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 30611). 


Telling a gentile on Shabbat — iz mnt: The Sages 
prohibited asking a gentile to perform a prohibited labor 
on Shabbat (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 6:1). 


NOTES 


Telling a gentile to do something that is prohibited fora 
Jew on Shabbat violates a rabbinic prohibition — nmax 
maw risb: Some commentaries interpret this question as 
a statement of surprise: If the statement is referring to 
another who is a gentile, one should be permitted to ask 
the gentile to hire workers because asking a gentile to per- 
form a prohibited labor on Shabbat is only prohibited by 
rabbinic law. According to this interpretation, prohibiting 
to ask a gentile to hire laborers on Shabbat, which is also 
only prohibited by rabbinic law, involves issuing a decree 
to prevent violation of another decree, which is contrary to 
a halakhic principle adopted by the Sages (Meiri). 
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And Rav Yehuda also said that Rav said: When that wicked 

man descended into Gehenna, everyone who had already 

descended to Gehenna trembled, and they said, referring to 

themselves in third person: Perhaps he is coming to rule over 

them; or is he coming to be weakened like them? As it is 

stated: “They all answer and say to you: Have you also become 

weak like us? Have you become like us [eleinu nimshalta]?” 
(Isaiah 14:10). The Hebrew phrase: Eleinu nimshalta, can mean: 

Have you become like us, or alternatively: Have you come to 

rule over us. A Divine Voice emerged and said: “Whom do 

you pass in beauty? Go down and be laid with the uncircum- 
cised” (Ezekiel 32:19). This confirmed that Nebuchadnezzar has 

the same status in Gehenna as everyone else. 


On a related note, the verse states: “And you shall take up this 

parable against the king of Babylonia and you shall say: How 
has the oppressor ceased. The exactor of gold has ceased” 
(Isaiah 14:4). Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: The meaning of 
this verse is that this nation that said: 


Measure and bring a lot of money, has ceased. And some say 
that the meaning of the statement is that this nation said: Bring 
very, very much, without measure. 


The Gemara cites another verse pertaining to Nebuchadnezzar: 

“And surpassing greatness was added unto me” (Daniel 4:33), 
about which Rav Yehuda said that Rav Yirmeya bar Abba said: 

This teaches that Nebuchadnezzar rode atop a male lion and 

tied a serpent to its head, fulfilling what was said of him: “And 

the beasts of the field I have also given him to serve him” 
(Jeremiah 27:6). 


MI SHNA“4 person may not hire workers on 

Shabbat" to work for him after Shabbat 
because even speaking about weekday matters is prohibited on 
Shabbat. Similarly, a person may not tell another on Shabbat 
to hire workers for him. One may not even wait for nightfall 
at the edge of the Shabbat boundary" in order to leave the 
boundary immediately after Shabbat to hire workers for him- 
self or to bring produce from his field. But he may wait for 
nightfall at the edge of the Shabbat boundary in order to guard 
his produce that is outside the Shabbat boundary, and he may 
then bring produce back in his hand, since he did not initially 
intend to wait at the edge of the boundary for this purpose. 
Abba Shaul stated a general principle: With regard to anything 
that I am permitted to discuss on Shabbat, Iam permitted to 
wait for nightfall at the edge of the Shabbat boundary for its 
sake. 


G E M ARA The beginning of the mishna taught that 


one may not hire workers on Shabbat, 
and one may not tell another to hire workers for him. The Ge- 
mara finds this puzzling and states: This is obvious. What is the 
difference between him and another? Just as he is prohibited 
from hiring workers on Shabbat, others are also prohibited from 
doing so. Rav Pappa said: Another is referring to a gentile. Rav 
Ashi strongly objects to this: This is itself a prohibition, for 
telling a gentile to do something that is prohibited for a Jew on 
Shabbat" violates a rabbinic prohibition." 
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Rather, Rav Ashi said: Even if you say that it is referring to another 
Jew, it can be said that the novel element of this ruling is not the state- 
ment itself but what can be derived from it. This is what it is teaching 
us: One may not say to another explicitly on Shabbat: Hire workers 
for me, but one may say to another: Does it seem that you will join 
me this evening?" This is permitted even though both of them under- 
stand that the questioner intends to hire the other person to work for 
him. And in accordance with whose opinion is the mishna? It is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Korha; as it was 
taught in a baraita: A person may not say to another on Shabbat: Does 
it seem that you will join me this evening? Rabbi Yehoshua ben 
Korha says: A person may say to another on Shabbat: Does it seem 
that you will join me this evening?" 


Rabba bar bar Hana said that Rabbi Yohanan said: The halakha is in 

accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Korha. And 

Rabba bar bar Hana said that Rabbi Yohanan said: What is the reason 

for Rabbi Yehoshua ben Korha’s ruling? As it is written in the verse 

from which we derive the prohibition to speak on Shabbat about ac- 
tivities that one may not perform on that day: “And you shall honor it 

by not doing your ways, nor pursuing your business, nor speaking of 
it” (Isaiah 58:13). We derive from this verse that speaking is prohibited, 
but merely contemplating these matters is permitted. 


Rav Aha bar Rav Huna raised a contradiction to Rava: Did Rabbi 
Yohanan really state as a general principle that speaking is prohibited, 
but contemplating is permitted? Consequently, we can derive from 
here that contemplation is not tantamount to speech. But Rabba bar 
bar Hana said that Rabbi Yohanan said: It is permitted to think about 
Torah in any place except for a bathhouse and a bathroom. This state- 
ment indicates that contemplation is tantamount to speech, as even 
thought is prohibited in these locations. The Gemara answers: It is 
different there, for with regard to Torah we need to fulfill the verse: 
“For the Lord your God walks in the midst of your camp to deliver you 
and to give your enemies before you; therefore, your camp shall be 
sacred so that He see no unseemly thing in you and turn away from you” 
(Deuteronomy 23:15); and the requirement to be sacred is not fulfilled 
if one thinks about Torah while in the bathhouse or bathroom. 


The Gemara challenges this: But here, too, with regard to a bathhouse 
and a bathroom, it is written: “So that He see no unseemly thing 
[davar] in you” (Deuteronomy 23:15). We can infer that this prohibits 
speech [dibbur] but not contemplation. The Gemara answers: That 
verse is not referring to speech. It is needed for the ruling of Rav Ye- 
huda, for Rav Yehuda said: Opposite a naked gentile," it is prohib- 
ited to recite Shema, as this is included in the prohibition of unseemly 
things mentioned above." 


The Gemara asks: Why did Rav Yehuda teach this prohibition particu- 
larly with regard to a gentile? Even in the presence of a naked Jew, recit- 
ing Shema is also prohibited. The Gemara answers: That ruling is stated 

employing the style of: There is no need. The Gemara explains: There 

is no need to state this halakha with regard to a Jew, as it is certainly 
prohibited to recite Shema in the presence of a naked Jew. However, 
with regard to a gentile, since it is written about him: “Whose flesh 

is as the flesh of donkeys” (Ezekiel 23:20), perhaps his flesh is not 

considered nakedness, and one may say that it seems well and permit- 
ted. Therefore, Rav Yehuda teaches us that it is also prohibited to recite 

Shema before a naked gentile. 


NOTES 


Does it seem that you will join me this evening — TiayaAw AX DT 
ay say: Some authorities explain that the person speaking i isnot 
hinting that he wants to hire the listener. Rather, the speaker is 
asking to meet that evening so that the listener can hire workers 
for him (Tosefot Rid). 


A naked gentile — nity 43: The question with regard to the 
status of a naked gentile depends on the nature of the pro- 


hibition of reciting Shema in the presence of one who is un- 
clothed. Is the rationale a matter of the sexual arousal that 
might result, or is it simply a Torah decree and the rationale 
is irrelevant? If it is a Torah decree, there is reason to assume 
that the prohibition only applies to a Jew, in the same way 
that the halakhot of ritual impurity apply only to Jews. There- 
fore, the nakedness of a gentile would not be considered 
prohibited nakedness. 


HALAKHA 

Does it seem that you will join me this evening - 
ay YAY TiayAW AX WH: One is permitted to ask an- 
other person: Does it seem that you will join me this 
evening, even if it is understood that the speaker 
wants to hire the listener to work for him after Shabbat 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 24:4; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 307:7). 


Sacred matters in the presence of nudity - 1937 
AYWH T AWATP: It is prohibited to recite Shema or 
other prayers in the presence of nakedness, including 
that of a gentile (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Keriat 
Shema 3:16; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 75:4). 
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HALAKHA 
Calculations pertaining to a mitzva - ayn by nisiawn: 
It is permitted to speak about matters pertaining to a 
mitzva on Shabbat, such as calculating amounts to be 
apportioned as charity or issues relating to the needs of 
the community (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
24:5; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 306:6). 


Prohibited calculations - wy niian: It is prohib- 
ited to make calculations pertaining to weekday matters 
on Shabbat, even if the matter has passed, such as calcu- 
lating one’s previous expenses. However, this rule applies 
only when one still owes money. If one has already paid 
all of these debts, then the calculation is of no practical 
relevance [ma bekhakh] and is permitted (Rambam Se- 
fer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 23:18; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 307:6). 


LANGUAGE 


Theaters [tarteiot] - nixo: From the Greek Oéatpov, 
theatron, meaning a place where performances are 
staged or a place of public gathering. 


Circus performances [kirkesaot] - nixon: From the 
Latin circus, meaning an arena where fights between 
animals or between animals and humans are staged 
for the public. 


Courthouses [basilkaot] - nispa: From the Greek 
BaotAuci, basilikè, or the Latin basilica, which refer to a 
large hall or palace that is divided into several parts by 
rows of columns. 
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The Gemara asks: Why not say that it is indeed so, that gentile 
flesh is not considered nakedness? The Gemara rejects this idea: 
The verse already said with regard to the sons of Noah: “And they 
walked backward and covered their father’s nakedness, and their 
faces were turned backward, and they did not see their father’s 
nakedness” (Genesis 9:23). The verse uses the term nakedness 
with regard to Noah, who was a gentile. 


The Gemara addresses the basis of the halakha mentioned above: 
And is it speaking about proscribed activities prohibited on Shab- 
bat? But Rav Hisda and Rav Hamnuna both said: It is permitted 
to make calculations pertaining to a mitzva" on Shabbat, and 
Rabbi Elazar said that this means that one may apportion char- 
ity for the poor on Shabbat. And Rabbi Ya’akov bar Idi said that 
Rabbi Yohanan said: One may attend to activities necessary for 
saving a life or for communal needs on Shabbat, and one may 
go to a synagogue to attend to communal affairs on Shabbat. 


And Rabbi Shmuel bar Nahmani said that Rabbi Yohanan said: 
One may go to theaters [tarteiot],! and circus performances 
[kirkesaot],'® and courthouses [ basilkaot]' to attend to com- 
munal affairs on Shabbat. And one of the Sages in the school of 
Menashe taught: One may make the necessary arrangements to 
pair off children so that they will be betrothed on Shabbat, and 
one may likewise make arrangements for a child by finding some- 
one to teach him how to read books and to teach him a craft. If 
speaking about monetary matters is prohibited on Shabbat, how 
is it possible to participate in all these activities? The Gemara an- 
swers that although speaking about similar things is generally 
prohibited on Shabbat, it is permitted in these cases because the 
verse said: “Nor pursuing your business, nor speaking of it” 
(Isaiah 58:13), which indicates that your business matters are 
prohibited to speak of on Shabbat, but the business of Heaven, 
matters which have religious significance, is permitted to speak of. 


Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: With regard to calculations 
of: What is it to you, [mallakh]," calculations that are in no way 
relevant to the person making them, and of: What significance 
does it have [ma bekhakh], calculations that do not have any 
practical significance, it is permitted to make them on Shabbat. 
This was also taught in the Tosefta: Calculations with regard to 
matters that have passed or that will be in the future may not be 
calculated" on Shabbat. However, with regard to calculations of: 
What is it to you, 


BACKGROUND 


Theaters and circuses — MiXDP IPI MWK: Permission to enter 
theaters and circuses on Shabbat was not limited to public gath- 
erings at which important decisions were made relating to the 
city, but also applied to entrance during performances. At times, 
Jews were brought out before the audience either as a form of 


What is it to you [mallakh] - bn bw nisiawn: Many interpreta- 
tions have been offered for the term mallakh. Some commentar- 
ies explain that it is related to the words meyalekh and mehalekh, 
referring to calculations of guests who come and go. This is 
similar to the statement that permits determining which guests 
will come eat at one’s home (Rabbeinu Hananel; Arukh). Other 


NOTES 


public disgrace or to participate in matches with gladiators or 
with animals. Oftentimes, it was possible for the crowd to save 
the lives of the fighters, and for this reason attending these events 
was considered a matter of saving Jewish lives and protecting 
the community. 


authorities suggest that the word is related to advice [nimlakh] 
and is referring to words of advice that one gives to others that 
are not directly pertinent to oneself (Rashi). An alternative expla- 
nation cited in the Arukh maintains that the word is king [melekh] 
and is referring to calculating the cost of various projects that the 
government is interested in implementing. 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Perek XXIII 
Daf150 Amud b 


savin} n- pama 


ew Diaw pawin ayay 
niiawn pavon pR) pow 
DIX Wis 193 NIW PPW 
by meyin byis 12 72 tanh 
by miei PPT TD) IB ATW 
121 12 b vow? x bay i aya 

sosi TY ag J3) JL ny 


KOK KDN KIT TY wp PAYUN. 
-KI PD NPAC SUN KPNTKI 
SURE PAST NBS NDT 


TUYA PIND PPETI PY” 
Jina y D naw ans ona 
am ty phy “shan any 
x1 PDN Ini ya) NT naww 
aby ia mandy) path TWYN AT 
"Was Nera inp aa naa 

ima 


amp DRY wx TPT 37 TN 
riba my ivanb vib ois) 
- pasa vr oy nh in aS 

win 


and of: What significance does it have, it is permitted to calculate 
them. 


The Gemara raises a contradiction based on what was taught in 
another baraita: One may make calculations that are unnecessary, 
but one may not make calculations that are necessary on Shabbat. 
How so? One may say to another: I sent out such and such num- 
ber of workers to this field, and I spent such and such number of 
dinar for this home. But he may not say to him: I spent such and 
such amount of money, and I am going to spend such and such 
amount in the future. Apparently, one is permitted to calculate 
one’s previous expenditures on Shabbat. 


The Gemara responds: And according to your reasoning, it itself, 
the Tosefta quoted previously, is difficult for you, for it prohibits 
calculating past expenditures while allowing one to make calcula- 
tions that do not have practical significance. Rather, it must be ex- 
plained in the following manner: This Tosefta, which taught that it 
is prohibited to calculate past expenses, is referring to a case in 
which he has payment with him that he still owes his workers. 
Therefore, although his calculation pertains to projects that have 
already been completed, it is still relevant in a practical manner. And 
this baraita, which taught that it is permitted to calculate past ex- 
penses, is referring to a case in which he does not have payment 
with him that he must still pay his workers, and therefore his calcu- 
lation does not have practical significance. 


We learned in the mishna that one may not wait for nightfall at the 
edge of the Shabbat boundary in order to hire workers or bring 
produce from outside of the boundary immediately after Shabbat. 
The Sages taught: There was an incident with a pious man" in 
which a breach was made in the fence around his field, and when 
he saw it he decided to fence it in. And then he remembered that 
it was Shabbat. And that pious man refrained from fixing the 
fence forever because he had thought about fixing it on Shabbat. 
And a miracle was done for him, and a caper bush grew in the 
breach, thereby closing it up. And from it and its produce he then 
received his livelihood and the livelihood of the members of his 
household. 


Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: A person is permitted to say 
to another on Shabbat: I am going to such and such city 
tomorrow," for if there were small guardhouses [ burganin]'*" one 
would be permitted to walk. If small guardhouses, from which the 
surrounding area and fields could be watched, were located along 
the way one needs to travel, the entire area would attain the status 
of a single city, and walking from one part to the other on Shabbat 
would be permitted ab initio. Since it would be permitted to traverse 
this area on Shabbat with burganin present, it is permitted to talk 
about such a journey on Shabbat, even when these guardhouses are 
not present. This is because it is permitted to speak about or prepare 
for something that can be done in a permitted fashion on Shabbat, 
even in the absence of the conditions that make it permitted. 


NOTES 


There was an incident with the pious man - ‘Yona nwyn: 
The pious man did not actually violate a prohibition by thinking 


about repairing his fence on Shabbat, as it was already estab- 


lished that it is permitted to think about one's affairs. Still, he 
refrained from actualizing this unintentional thought. He was 


rewarded with a miracle due to his exceptional display of scru- 


pulousness (Maharsha; Taz). 


For if there were small guardhouses [burganin] - W! oxw 
pana: The Gemara in tractate Firuvin teaches the details of the 
various halakhot with regard to Shabbat boundaries. In general 


terms, one may not walk past the boundaries of the location in 
which one establishes his presence at the beginning of Shabbat. 
The Shabbat boundary is defined as a distance of two thousand 
cubits beyond the settled area in which one is spending Shabbat. 
At times, however, there are houses, guard booths, and the like 
between two different towns. If there is contiguous housing in 
which the buildings are no more than seventy cubits apart, the 


entire expanse is considered one continuous area of settlement, 


and it is permitted to walk from one town to another even over 
great distances. 


HALAKHA 


lam going to such and such city tomorrow — nibs n% 
wa pin 33X: It is permitted to say to another person: 

| am going to such and such city tomorrow. It is even 
permitted to say: Come with me, as it would be permit- 
ted to walk there on Shabbat if there were continuous 
housing. In addition, one may speak with others about 
doing something after Shabbat that is permissible to do 
on Shabbat (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
24:3; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 307:8). 


LANGUAGE 
Guardhouses [burganin] - paxa: The origin of this word 
is unclear. Some think that it is a derivative of Greek or 
Latin. Others say that it comes from the German word burg, 
which refers to a fortress or settled area. The word may 
have been picked up by Roman soldiers and eventually 
spread to the rest of the Roman Empire. 


BACKGROUND 
Guardhouses [burganin] — p333: Burganin were small 
fortified houses where an appointed official, or a burgani, 
would sit. He was charged with military responsibility over 
the area surrounding the burgan. 


Burgan 
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HALAKHA 


One may wait for nightfall at the edge of the Shab- 
bat boundary in order to attend to the needs of a 
bride or the needs of a corpse - Dny by powna 
nat poy by mba poy by npad: It is permitted to 
wait for nightfall at the edge of the Shabbat bound- 
ary for the sake of a bride or a corpse (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 24:5; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 306:3). 


It is prohibited for a person to attend to his week- 
day affairs before he recites havdala - ois) b DX 
Daisy Dp vyan nwy: When Shabbat ends, one 
may neither perform prohibited labor nor eat before 
reciting havdala. However, if one recited havdala dur- 
ing the evening prayer, one is permitted to perform 
labor before reciting havdala over wine. Reciting: The 
One who distinguishes between the sacred and the 
profane, without reciting a blessing and without a 
cup of wine, permits one to engage in labor but not 
to eat (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat, 29:5; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 299:10). 


NOTES 
To cut him a myrtle branch — xt 7b xpa: It was 
customary to make a wedding canopy from myrtle 
branches, and people would assume this responsibil- 
ity on behalf of the bride. 
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We learned in the mishna: One may not wait for nightfall at the edge of 
the Shabbat boundary in order to hire workers or bring produce after 
Shabbat from the other side of the boundary. Granted, it makes sense 

that it is prohibited to wait at the Shabbat boundary in order to hire 

workers, as one may not hire workers under any circumstances on Shab- 
bat. But if one waits there in order to bring produce, why is it prohibited? 

Let us say that since one would be permitted to bring produce at the edge 

of the boundary on Shabbat ab initio if there were partitions there, one 

may wait for nightfall at the border to bring produce even when there are 

not partitions present, in accordance with Rav Yehuda’s ruling mentioned 

above. The Gemara answers: You find a case where bringing produce is 

not permitted under any circumstances; that is when the produce is still 

attached to the ground, as there is no permitted way to pick produce on 

Shabbat. 


The Gemara again questions Rav Yehuda’s ruling: But Rabbi Oshaya 
taught: One may not wait for nightfall at the edge of the Shabbat 
boundary in order to bring in hay and straw after Shabbat. Granted, 
Rabbi Oshaya taught that it is prohibited in the case of straw; you find 
the case of straw that is still attached to the ground, which it is clearly 
prohibited to pick under any circumstances. But hay, which has already 
been detached from the ground, how do you find a case in which it would 
be prohibited to carry it on Shabbat, even with partitions present? The 
Gemara answers: Rabbi Oshaya’s ruling referred to rotten straw, which 
may not be carried on Shabbat because it is considered set-aside [ muktze]. 


Come and hear a proof with regard to this matter based on what was 
taught elsewhere: One may wait for nightfall at the edge of the Shabbat 
boundary in order to attend to the needs of a bride or the needs of a 
corpse." The Gemara infers from this that for the needs of a bride or a 
corpse, yes, one is permitted to wait for nightfall at the edge of the Shab- 
bat boundary, but for the needs of another person, no, it is not permitted. 


Granted, with regard to attending to the needs of another in a manner 
similar to attending to the needs of a bride, you find a case where it is 
prohibited to cut him a myrtle branch" as was customarily done for 
brides because this is absolutely prohibited on Shabbat. But with regard 
to a corpse, what is it that one might do which would be prohibited to 
do for others? To bring for it a coffin and shrouds. And it teaches that 
for a corpse, yes, it is permitted, but for another it is not. 


And why is it prohibited to do so for others? Let us say that since one 

would be permitted to bring these items on Shabbat if there were parti- 
tions there, one may wait for nightfall at the edge of the border to bring 

these items after Shabbat, in accordance with the ruling of Rav Yehuda. 
The Gemara answers: In the case of a corpse, you also find a case where 

bringing an item is prohibited under any circumstance, e.g. if one is wait- 
ing to cut a garment for the corpse to use as shrouds. There is no permis- 
sible way to do that on Shabbat. In that case, it would be prohibited to 

wait at the edge of the Shabbat boundary for this purpose if not for the 

fact that it is for the sake ofa corpse, as it is a mitzva to attend to the needs 

of a corpse. 


We learned in the mishna: But one may wait for nightfall at the Shabbat 
boundary in order to guard one’s produce. The Gemara asks: And is this 
the case even if he has not recited the blessing of distinction [havdala] 
marking the end of Shabbat? But didn’t Rabbi Elazar ben Antigonos say 
in the name of Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov that it is prohibited for a 
person to tend to his weekday affairs after Shabbat before he recites 
havdala?" And if you say that this is referring to a case in which one al- 
ready recited havdala during prayer, as formulated by the Sages in the 
blessing of: Who graciously grants knowledge, didn’t Rav Yehuda say 
that Shmuel said that one who recites havdala in prayer must still recite 
havdala over a cup of wine? And if you say that this is an instance in 
which one already recited havdala over a cup of wine, does one have a 
cup of wine in the field? Rabbi Natan bar Ami explained this before 
Rava: They taught this halakha with regard to a unique case in which the 
edge of the Shabbat boundary was situated among wine presses, and one 
took wine from the wine press and recited havdala over it. 
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Rabbi Abba said another explanation to Rav Ashi: In the West, 
in Eretz Yisrael, we say this at the end of Shabbat: The One who 
distinguishes between the sacred and the mundane, and then 
we attend to our needs, as reciting havdala over a cup is unneces- 
sary in order to begin doing labor after Shabbat. It is therefore 
possible that the mishna addressed a similar case. Similarly, Rav 
Ashi said: When I was in the house of Rav Kahana, he would 
say: The One who distinguishes between the sacred and the 
mundane, at the end of Shabbat, and we would cut wood" to burn 
for light and heat. 


We learned in the mishna: Abba Shaul stated a general principle: 
With regard to anything that I am permitted to discuss on Shab- 
bat, Iam permitted to wait for nightfall at the edge of the Shabbat 
boundary for its sake. The Gemara raises a dilemma: To which 
part of the mishna did Abba Shaul’s statement refer? If you say 
that it relates to the first clause of the mishna, which taught: One 
may not wait for nightfall at the edge of the Shabbat boundary 
in order to hire workers or to bring produce, 


this phrase: Anything that I am permitted to discuss on Shabbat 
Iam permitted to wait for nightfall for its sake, is not appropri- 
ate. Rather, the mishna should have formulated the principle in 

the negative: With regard to anything that I am not permitted 

to discuss on Shabbat, I am not permitted to wait for nightfall 

for its sake, similar to the phraseology at the beginning of the 

mishna. Rather, it is referring to the latter clause of the mishna, 
which taught: But he may wait for nightfall in order to guard his 

produce, and he may bring produce in his hand. But even if this 

is correct, the phraseology does not fit. It should have said the 

opposite: Anything for which I am permitted to wait for night- 
fall I am permitted to discuss. 


The Gemara explains: Actually, it is referring to the latter clause 

ofthe mishna, and Abba Shaul relates to this statement that Rav 
Yehuda said that Shmuel said: It is permitted for a person to say 
to another on Shabbat: Guard my produce that is in your 

boundary" for me, and I will guard your produce in my bound- 
ary for you. And this is what Abba Shaul said to the first tanna: 

Do you not agree that it is permitted for a person to say to an- 
other: Guard my produce that is in your boundary for me, and 

I will guard your produce that is in my boundary for you? It is 

in such a case that Abba Shaul permitted waiting for nightfall at 

the edge of the Shabbat boundary in order to guard produce. 


The Gemara still finds this difficult: And say simply: With regard 
to anything that I am permitted to discuss, I am permitted to 
wait for nightfall for its sake. When Abba Shaul stated that his 
ruling was a general principle, what did that come to include? 
The Gemara answers: It comes to include that which the Sages 
taught in the Tosefta: One may not wait for nightfall at the Shab- 
bat boundary in order to bring an animal" immediately after 
Shabbat. Ifthe animal is standing right outside of the boundary," 
one may call it so that it will come to him. Abba Shaul said a 
general principle: With regard to anything that I am permitted 
to discuss" on Shabbat, I am permitted to wait for nightfall for 
its sake. Here, since it is permitted to call to the animal, it is also 
permitted to wait for nightfall in order to retrieve it. 


rom the publisher 


NOTES —————_———_- 
And we would cut wood — nop woo: Some com- 
mentaries state that this phrase actually means that they 
arranged piles of wood (geonim). 


HALAKHA 


Guard my produce that is in your boundary — b sinw 
‘yainnaw niva: One is permitted to say to another person 
on Shabbat: Guard my produce that is in your boundary, 
and | will guard your produce that is in my boundary. This 
ruling is in accordance with the ruling of the Gemara 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 307:10). 


One may not wait for nightfall at the Shabbat boundary 
to bring in an animal, etc. - am) mnan by pawn px 
33) WaT: See the Halakha note on 150a, p. 386. 


Ifthe animal is standing outside of the boundary - nny 
ona yan nmay: If one’s animal is standing outside ofthe 
Shabbat boundary, he may call it so it will return within 
the Shabbat boundary, in accordance with the ruling of 
the baraita (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 24:3; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 306:2). 


Anything that | am permitted to discuss - »X3t awya 
inpaya: One is permitted to wait for nightfall at the 
Shabbat boundary in order to attend to anything that 
one is permitted to speak about or ask for on Shabbat, 
in accordance with the ruling of Abba Shaul (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 24:5; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 306:3, 307:8). 


XIP ATY pD: PEREK XXIII -151A 391 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


— m 


A specific monetary amount - npa D139: Some commentaries 
explain this to mean that one may not calculate the cost of this 
mitzva and then add the amount to previous debts that the 
person owes (Ba'al Halakhot Gedolot). 


The dispute between Rav and Shmuel — Seis n pina: 

The geonim explain this dispute in an entirely different manner 
and their version of the text of this dispute was also different 
from the one cited here. In their view, it is Rav who is lenient and 
permits the use of flutes if they were brought from a nearby loca- 
tion on Shabbat. Shmuel, on the other hand, is concerned that 
even if they appear to have been brought from a nearby location, 
it is possible that they were transported overnight from a more 
distant location and arrived right outside the city walls during 
the night. Therefore, one must confirm that the flutes were not 
brought from a distant location. According to this interpretation, 
the text as it appears in the Gemara, which is based on Rashi's 
version of the text, must be emended. In addition, the proof for 
Shmuel’s opinion cited in the Gemara must be understood as 
being based on the opinion of the Rabbis, who dispute the view 
of Rabbi Yehuda and rule that even if there is an important per- 
son in the city, the halakha is stringent, and one may not bathe 
in the heated water immediately after Shabbat (see Ramban, 
Rashba, and Ran). 


———__ BACKGROUND) —— 


Flutes — pen: In talmudic times, it was customary for Jews and 
gentiles to play musical instruments during a funeral procession 
to intensify the feeling of mourning. It is apparent from the dis- 
cussion in the Gemara that flutes were an essential component 
in preparing to bury the dead in an honorable fashion. 


Ancient relief of a fute player at a funeral 
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The Sages also said: And all agree that one may wait for nightfall 
to attend to the needs of a bride and the needs of a corpse, 
such as to bring it a coffin and shrouds. And one may say to 
him, to one’s messenger, on Shabbat: Go to such and such place 
to buy them, and if you do not find them in that place, bring 
them from such and such a place. Similarly, one may instruct 
one’s messenger: If you do not find them for one hundred dinar, 
buy them for two hundred. However, Rabbi Yosei, son of 
Rabbi Yehuda, says: One is permitted to give instructions to a 
messenger on Shabbat, provided one does not mention to him 
a specific monetary amount" to spend on the transaction. 


MI S H N A One may wait for nightfall at the Shab- 


bat boundary to attend to the needs of 
a bride and the needs ofa corpse, such as to bring him a coffin 
and shrouds. If a gentile brought flutes™® on Shabbat in order 
to play music during the eulogy and funeral procession, a Jew 
may not eulogize with them as accompaniment, unless they 
were brought from a nearby location within the Shabbat 
boundary and transporting them did not include any violation 
of halakha. If gentiles made someone a coffin and dug him a 
grave" on Shabbat, and they then changed their minds and de- 
cided to give it to someone else, a Jew may be buried in it. How- 
ever, if it was initially intended for a Jew, a Jew may never be 
buried in it. 


G E M ARA The mishna taught that if a gentile 


brought something from a nearby loca- 
tion on Shabbat, a Jew is permitted to make use of it. The Ge- 
mara asks: What exactly is considered to be from a nearby loca- 
tion? Rav said: Something that is from a location that is 
actually nearby, meaning that we know with certainty where the 
object was brought from. And Shmuel said: Even if we do not 
know exactly where it was brought from, we are concerned that 
it may have stayed overnight just outside the city wall," which 
is still within the Shabbat boundary, and no prohibition was 
violated for the sake of the object. Therefore, it would only be 
prohibited to use such an object if it was known with certainty 
that it had been brought from outside the Shabbat boundary. 
Thus, Rav and Shmuel disagree" with regard to a situation in 
which we do not know where the object was brought from on 


Shabbat. 


The language of the mishna is precise according to Shmuel’s 
opinion, as it teaches: If a gentile made someone a coffin and 
dug him a grave on Shabbat and then changed his mind and 
decided to give it to someone else, a Jew may be buried in it. 
Consequently, we can derive that if it is uncertain whether the 
coffin and grave were made for a Jew, it is permitted. Here, too, 
in a case in which a gentile brings flutes, if it is uncertain wheth- 
er their transportation was in violation of halakha, it is permitted. 


$$$ waraxna, — 


If a gentile brought flutes — poon Naw 1a: If a gentile 
brought flutes or anything else to be used fora Jewish burial 
on Shabbat, one must wait the amount of time that it takes 
to bring these objects from a nearby location before using 
them after Shabbat. If the location from which the objects 
were brought is known, one must wait the amount of time it 
takes to bring them from that specific place (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 6:5; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
325:15). 


Gentiles made someone a coffin and dug him a grave - 
13? b nam jy b wy: If a gentile dug a grave or made a 
ot for another gentile on Shabbat, the coffin and grave 
may be used for a Jewish burial. However, if they were made 
for a Jew, that Jew may never be buried in them. Nevertheless, 
they may be used for burying another Jew. This law applies 


only when Shabbat was publicly desecrated to make the cof- 
fin and dig the grave. However, if they were made in private, 
they may be used for the Jew. In this case, it is necessary to 
wait after Shabbat the amount of time it would take to make 
them (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 24:5; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 325:14). 


We are concerned that it may have stayed overnight out- 
side the wall - ub mainh yan saw pwn: If it was uncertain 
from where a gentile brought flutes or other objects for the 
burial, it is assumed that they were brought from outside of 
the Shabbat boundary. Therefore, before using them after 
Shabbat, a Jew must wait the amount of time it would take 
to bring them from outside of the boundary (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 24:6; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
325:16). 
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And a baraita was taught in accordance with the opinion of 
Rav: In the case of a city in which both Jews and gentiles live 
and in which there is a bathhouse that functions on Shabbat, 
if there is a majority of gentiles in the city, the halakha is that 
in the evening, after Shabbat, a Jew may bathe in it immedi- 
ately. If there is a majority of Jews in the city, a Jew must wait 
until the amount of time necessary to heat up water after Shab- 
bat has passed, so that one will not benefit from the fact that 
the water was heated on Shabbat. If the population of the city 
is half Jewish and half gentile, it is prohibited to bathe there 
immediately after Shabbat, and one must wait until the amount 
of time necessary to heat up water after Shabbat has passed. 
Rabbi Yehuda says: In the case of a small bath, if there is a 
ruling power in the city, a Jew may bathe in it immediately 
after Shabbat. 


The Gemara asks: What is the meaning the phrase: A ruling 
power? Rav Yehuda said that Rav Yitzhak, son of Rav Yehuda, 
said: It means that if there is an important person in the city 
who has ten slaves who heat ten water jugs [kumkumin]' for 
him at once ina small bath, it is permitted for a Jew to bathe 
in it immediately after Shabbat. This is because this bath may 
have been heated immediately after Shabbat for the use of this 
important person, rather than on Shabbat itself. 


The mishna taught that if gentiles made someone a coffin and 

dug him a grave and then changed their minds and decided to 

make it available to someone else, it is permitted for a Jew to be 

buried in it. The Gemara asks: Why? Here, too, one should at 

the very least have to wait after Shabbat the amount of time 

necessary for them to do the work after Shabbat. The Gemara 

answers: Ulla said: The mishna is addressing a case in which 

the grave is located ina public street." This indicates that it was 

intended for a gentile because Jews are not usually buried there. 
The Gemara asks further: Granted, in the case of a grave, the 

halakha is understandable. However, in the case of a coffin, 
what is there to say? Why isn’t a Jew required to wait after 
Shabbat for the amount of time it would take to make the coffin? 
Rabbi Abbahu said: The mishna addresses a case in which the 

coffin was already placed over the grave of a gentile, which 

proves that it was intended for him. 


MI S HNA One may perform all of the needs of 


the dead on Shabbat." One may smear 
oil on the body and rinse it with water, and all of this is permit- 
ted provided that one does not move any of its limbs, which 
would constitute a violation of the laws of set-aside objects. 
When necessary, one may also remove a pillow from beneath 
it and thereby place it on cold sand in order 


to delay its decomposition. Similarly, one may tie the jaw of a 
corpse that is in the process of opening. One may not move it 
directly so that it will rise back to its original position, but so 
that it will not continue to open. And similarly, if one has a 
roof beam that has broken on Shabbat, one may support it 
with a bench or with long poles from a bed. One may not 
move it so that the beam will rise back to its original place, but 
so that it will not continue to fall. 


LANGUAGE 
Water jug [kumkum] - mipnip: From the Greek 
Kovkkobtoy, kukumion, and the Latin cucuma, which 
refer to a vessel similar to an earthenware jug that is 
used primarily to hold water. 


NOTES 

A grave located in a public street - XO IDNA miya: 
The geonim explain that the issue being discussed is 
not the permissibility of burying a Jew in the grave. 
Rather, the issue pertains to the case mentioned at the 
end of the mishna: If the grave was dug for a Jew, it 
may never be used. Why is it not possible to wait after 
Shabbat for the amount of time it would take to dig the 
grave? The Gemara answers that it is speaking about a 
grave located on a public street. Therefore, it is obvious 
for whom it was intended. The Gemara then asks about 
the case of the coffin: When is it ever obvious for whom 
a coffin is intended? The answer is that the coffin was 
placed upon the grave so that everyone knew that it was 
not intended for the burial of a Jew. 


HALAKHA 
One may perform all of the needs of the dead on 
Shabbat — nant +29% bs pwiy: One may attend to 
a corpse and do whatever is necessary for its honor 
on Shabbat, such as smearing it with oil or rinsing it. 
Similarly, one may secure its jaw so that its mouth will 
not open further, but one may not move it back to its 
original position. It is prohibited to move any of the 
corpse's limbs due to the prohibition of set-aside objects, 
as explained in the mishna (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 26:20; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 311:7). 
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$ E M ARA The Gemara questions the mishna’s 


lenient ruling with regard to smear- 
ing oil on a corpse: But didn’t Rav Yehuda say that Shmu- 
el said: There was an incident with a student of Rabbi 
Meir who followed him into the bathhouse on Shabbat. 
The student wanted to rinse the ground. Rabbi Meir said 
to him: One may not rinse on Shabbat. The student want- 
ed to smear the ground with oil. Rabbi Meir said to him: 
One may not smear on Shabbat. This indicates that it is 
prohibited to rinse or smear anything that may not be 
moved on Shabbat. The Gemara responds: The ground in 
one place can be confused with the ground in another 
place, and the Sages therefore prohibited these activities 
even on a tiled floor, such as that of a bathhouse, due to a 
concern that one may come to do so on a dirt floor and 
smooth it out. However, a corpse cannot be confused with 
the ground, and it is therefore permitted to rinse a corpse 
and smear it with oil. 


We learned in the mishna that one may attend to all the 
needs of the dead on Shabbat. The Gemara asks: What does 
the word all include in the mishna’s ruling that one may 
have thought is not included? The Gemara answers: It is 
meant to include that which the Sages taught: One may 
bring cold vessels and metal vessels and place them on 
the corpse’s stomach so that it does not swell. And one 
may seal up its orifices so that air will not enter them and 
cause swelling. 


And King Solomon also said in his wisdom with regard to 

old age and death: “Before the silver cord is snapped asunder, 
and the golden bowl is shattered, and the pitcher is broken 

at the fountain, and the wheel falls, shattered, into the pit” 
* (Ecclesiastes 12:6), which the Gemara explains as follows: 

“Before the silver cord is snapped asunder”; this is a refer- 
ence to the spinal cord. “And the golden bowl [gullat] is 

shattered”; this is a reference to the member, which is like 

a spring of water [gulla]. “And the pitcher is broken at the 

fountain”; this is a reference to the stomach, which looks 

like a pitcher that swells and ruptures. “And the wheel [gal- 
gal] falls, shattered, into the pit”; this is a reference to 

excrement [gelalim]. 


And similarly, it says in the verse: “And I will spread dung 

upon your faces, even the dung of your Festival offerings” 
(Malachi 2:3). Rav Huna said, and some say that it was Rav 

Hagga who said: This verse is referring to those people who 

neglect the words of the Torah and turn all of their days 

into Festivals. Rabbi Levi said that Rav Pappi said that 

Rabbi Yehoshua said: Three days after death, the stomach 

of the dead® bursts and falls onto his face and says to him: 

Take what you have put inside me. 


MI S HNA One may not shut the eyes of the 

dead’ on Shabbat because the body 
is set-aside. And one may not shut the eyes even on a week- 
day while the soul departs. One must wait until the person 


has died. And one who shuts the eyes while the soul departs 
is a murderer because he has hastened the person's death." 


BACKGROUND 


The stomach of the dead - o1% by jor: After a person The eyes of the dead - mat wy: If the eyes of a dead person 
dies, the body begins to decompose, which generates a large are not closed immediately after death, it will be very difficult 
amount of gas that causes the stomach to swell and eventually to close them due to rigor mortis, the bodily stiffness that fol- 


to burst from the pressure. 


lows death. 


HALAKHA 


One who shuts the eyes while the soul departs — that will hasten a person’s death by even a moment 
waT NKY? OY WYYAT: One may not shut the eyes ofa (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Evel 4:5; Shulhan Arukh, 


person who is dying, nor may one perform any action Yoreh Dea 339:1). 
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G E M ARA The Sages taught: One who shuts a per- 


son’s eyes while the soul departs is a 
murderer. This is analogous to a lamp that is gradually becom- 
ing extinguished but could continue to burn a little longer. If a 
person places his finger on it, it is immediately extinguished. It 
was taught in a baraita that Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: 
One who wants the eyes of a corpse to close should blow wine 
up its nose, and place oil between its eyelids, and grab hold of 
its two big toes, and its eyes will shut by themselves. 


Incidental to the Gemara’s discussion of corpses, it cites that 

which was taught in a baraita: Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: 

For a living day-old baby, one desecrates Shabbat to save his life. 
Yet for the deceased David, king of Israel, one does not dese- 
crate Shabbat. For a day-old baby we desecrate Shabbat because 

the Torah says: Desecrate one Shabbat for him so that he can 

observe many Shabbatot. But for the deceased David, king of 
Israel, one does not desecrate Shabbat, as once a person dies he 

is idle from mitzvot. And this is what Rabbi Yohanan said with 

regard to the verse: “Set apart among the dead [ bametim hofshi], 
like the slain that lie in the grave, whom You remember no more” 
(Psalms 88:6). Once a person dies, he becomes free [hofshi] 

from the mitzvot. 


And it was also taught in a baraita that Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar 
said: It is not necessary to protect a live day-old baby from a 
weasel or from mice, for they run away from the baby. But if Og, 
the king of Bashan, is dead, it is necessary to protect even him 
from a weasel or from mice, as it is stated: “And the fear of you 
and the dread of you [hittekhem] shall be upon every beast of 
the earth, and upon every bird of the heavens” (Genesis 9:2). The 
Gemara explains: As long as a person is alive [hai], he is feared 
by the animals. Once he dies, he is no longer feared. 


Rav Pappa said: We hold" that a lion does not pounce upon two 
people. The Gemara challenges this: But how can that be? We see 
that it does pounce upon two people. The Gemara answers: That 
statement of Rav Pappa must be in accordance with that which 
Rami bar Abba said: An animal does not overpower a person 
until he appears to it as an animal, as it is stated: “But man does 
not abide in honor, he is like the beasts that perish” (Psalms 
49:13). However, animals do not attack people who are human in 
their spiritual character. In a similar vein, Rabbi Hanina said: It 
is prohibited to sleep alone in a house,“ and anyone who sleeps 
alone in a house will be seized by the evil spirit Lilith. 


It was also taught in a baraita with regard to the appreciation of 
life: Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar says: Perform mitzvot while you 
still find opportunities, and you have the financial means, and 
you are still under your own control." And King Solomon also 
said, in his wisdom: “And remember your Creator in the days 
of your youth, before the evil days come and the years arrive 
when you will say: I have no desire for them” (Ecclesiastes 12:1). 
Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar explains: “The evil days”; these are the 
days of old age. “And the years arrive when you will say: I have 
no desire for them”; these are the days of Messiah, in which 
there is neither merit nor liability. 


The Gemara comments that this explanation disagrees with the 
view of Shmuel, for Shmuel said: There is no difference between 
this world and the days of Messiah except for subjugation to 
foreign kingdoms alone, from which we will be released in the 
Messianic era, as it is stated: “For the poor will never cease from 
the land, therefore I command you, saying: You shall surely open 
your hand to your brother, to your poor and your needy in your 
land.” (Deuteronomy 15:11). This indicates that the ways of the 
world, including the existence of wealthy and poor socioeco- 
nomic strata, will continue forever. 


NOTES 
We hold — }229773: Rashi explains that this term re- 
fers to an oral tradition passed down from previous 
generations. The expression means that the tradi- 
tion received from our forefathers is cherished and 
accepted. 


It is prohibited to sleep alone in a house — 10x 
pm Maa po: Some commentaries explain that this 
fa is based on the principle that one may 
not place oneself in a dangerous situation. Perhaps 
one who is alone will be gripped with fear and will 
be traumatized (Meri). 


And you are still under your own control — Jip) 
‘JPA: The commentaries state that this is referring to 
the period in one's life prior to old age, when one still 
exercises control over all of his belongings and assets 
(Maharsha, Rabbi Yoshiya Pinto). 


HALAKHA 


It is prohibited to sleep alone in a house - 10% 
pm maa jw: One should not sleep alone in a 
house (Sefer Mitzvot Gedolot, positive mitzvot 79). 
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NOTES 


He will never go around asking for charity at 
people's doors — 717" xb XIDIR WTA: The 
rationale for this statement is that people will 
take special care of a Torah scholar and make 
sure that he is not disgraced in this way. An alter- 
native explanation is that a scholar will conduct 
himself in a frugal and self-disciplined manner 
and will not allow himself to reach a situation 
that would necessitate going door-to-door ask- 
ing for charity (Maharsha). 


The sun...the forehead — nn79...wiawi: In his 
commentary to Ecclesiastes, Rashi explains that 
he forehead is compared to the sun because in 
youth one’s forehead is smooth and shiny, and its 
ight is later dimmed by the wrinkles of old age. 


The stars, these are the cheeks — bx [jerin] 
ninoda : In his commentary on Ecclesiastes, 
Rashi explains that this refers to the jawbone, 
which protrudes and is visible from under the 
hair of one’s beard that covers his cheeks. 


LANGUAGE 
Weaver's pin [avisana degirdaʻei] — KIYI% 
sx TAT: It seems that the correct version of this 
phrase i is that of the Arukh, akhsena degardaei. 
Its origin is the Greek &gwv, axon, which refers 
to a weaver's needle. 
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It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Elazar HaKappar says: A person 
should always request divine mercy with regard to this condition 
of poverty, for if he does not come to a state of poverty, his son will, 
and if his son does not come to such a state his grandson will, as it 
is stated: “You shall surely give him and your heart shall not be 
grieved when you give to him, for due to this thing [biglal hadavar 
hazeh] the Lord your God will bless you in all your work and in all 
that you put your hand toward” (Deuteronomy 15:10). With regard to 
this verse, the tanna from the school of Rabbi Yishmael taught: Due 
to [biglal] this thing means that it is a wheel [galgal] that turns in 
the world, upon which people continuously rise and fall. Rav Yosef 
said: We hold that a Torah scholar will not become poor. The Ge- 
mara challenges this statement: But we see that they do become 
poor. The Gemara answers: Even so, if there is a Torah scholar who 
becomes poor, he will still never have to go around asking for charity 
at people’s doors." 


Ina similar vein, the Gemara relates that Rabbi Hiyya said to his wife: 
When a poor person comes to the house, be quick to give him bread 

so that they will be quick to give bread to your children. She said 

to him: Are you cursing them, your children? He said to her: It isa 

verse that is written, as it says: “Due to this thing,’ and the Sages 

expounded that it is a wheel that continuously turns in the world. 
Similarly, it was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Gamliel, son of Rab- 
bi Yehuda HaNasi, says: The verse that states: “And He will show you 

mercy and have compassion on you and multiply you” (Deuter- 
onomy 13:18) teaches us that anyone who has compassion for God’s 

creatures" will receive compassion from Heaven, and anyone who 

does not have compassion for God’s creatures will not receive 

compassion from Heaven. 


The Gemara returns to verses from Ecclesiastes that relate to death 

and old age. It is written: “Before the sun and the light and the moon 

and the stars are darkened, and the clouds return after the rain” (Ec- 
clesiastes 12:2). The Sages taught: “The sun and the light”; this is refer- 
ring to the forehead“ and the nose which stick out from a person's 

face. “And the moon’; this is referring to the soul, which shines 

within a person. “And the stars”; these are the cheeks." “And the 

clouds return after the rain”; this is the light of a person’s eyes, 
which goes and dwindles after one cries as if it were covered by 

clouds. Shmuel said: With regard to the tear that a person cries, un- 
til one reaches the age of forty years, one’s vision returns and is not 

harmed. From here on, once a person reaches the age of forty, it does 

not return, and every time a person cries his vision is weakened. 


And similarly, Rav Nahman said: With regard to medicinal eye shad- 
ow, until one reaches the age of forty years, it enhances his eyesight. 
From here and on, even if one fills it as thick as a weaver’s pin [avisa- 
na degirda’ei],' it will maintain his eyesight but it will not enhance 
it. The Gemara asks about this: What is he teaching us with the ex- 
ample of a weaver’s pin? The Gemara answers: Generally 
speaking, the more eye shadow one applies, the more beneficial it is. 


The Gemara relates a story: When Rabbi Hanina’s daughter died, he 

did not cry over her. His wife said to him: Have you merely let a 

chicken out of your house, that you do not show any signs of sorrow? 

He said to her: If I cry, I will suffer twice, from bereavement and 

from blindness. The Gemara explains: He held in accordance with 

the statement that Rabbi Yohanan said in the name of Rabbi Yosei 

ben Ketzarta: There are six types of tears, three of which are good 

for the eyes and three of which are bad. Tears that come from smoke, 
and from crying out of sorrow, 


Anyone who has compassion for God's creatures — by annan 
nita: God acts with compassion toward one who has compas- 
sion on the poor. One should constantly be aware that he is seeking 
sustenance from God, and just as he hopes that God will answer 


HALAKHA 
his own prayers, he should be receptive to the requests of the poor 
(Tur). It is therefore customary to give charity before prayer (Ram- 
bam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Mattenot Aniyyim 10:2; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 247:3) 
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and from pain in the bathroom are bad for the eyes. Tears that 
come from medicinal drugs, and from laughter, and from sharp 
produce are good for the eyes. 


The Gemara continues to interpret verses from the Book of Eccle- 
siastes. The verse states: “On the day when the keepers of the 
house shall tremble, and the strong men shall bow themselves, 
and the grinders cease because they are few, and those that look out 
the windows shall be dimmed” (Ecclesiastes 12:3). “On the day 
when the keepers of the house shall tremble”; this is referring to 
the flanks and ribs that surround and protect a person’s internal 
organs. “And the strong men shall bow themselves”; these are the 
thighs, which support a person's strength. “And the grinders 
cease”; these are the teeth, which decay and fall out. “And those 
that look out the windows shall be dimmed”; these are the eyes, 
which become dimmer. 


The Gemara relates: The Roman emperor said to Rabbi Yehoshua 
ben Hananya: What is the reason you did not come to the House 
of Avidan? This was a place in which dialogues and debates were 
conducted. Rabbi Yehoshua ben Hananya said to him enigmati- 
cally: The snowy mountain is surrounded with ice, meaning that 
his hair had turned white; his dogs do not bark, meaning that his 
voice could no longer be heard; his grinders have ceased grinding, 
meaning that his teeth had fallen out. In the school of Rav they say 
that he added: I am searching for that which I have not lost, be- 
cause an old man walks bent over and appears to be searching for 
something. 


It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yosei bar Kisma says: The two 
feet of one’s youth are better than the three of old age, when one 
walks with a cane. Woe to the one who goes and does not come 
back. What is this referring to? Rav Hisda said: Youth. Similarly, 
when Rav Dimi came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia he said: 
Youth is a crown of roses; old age is a crown of thorns. The Sage 
taught in the name of Rabbi Meir: Grind food with your teeth 
and you will find in your feet" the strength to carry your body, as 
it is stated: “For we were sated with our bread and were well, and 
saw no evil” (Jeremiah 44:17). Shmuel said to Rav Yehuda: Large- 
toothed one; untie your sack, that is, your mouth, and insert your 
food. Until the age of forty years, food is beneficial; from here 
and on, drinking is beneficial. 


Having quoted some aphorisms of the Sages, the Gemara relates the 
following conversation: A certain eunuch who was an apostate said 
the following to Rabbi Yehoshua ben Korha as a provocation: How 
far is it from here to Karhina? The provocateur’s intention was to 
hint to the fact that Rabbi Yehoshua ben Korha was bald [kere‘ah]. 
He said to him: It is the same as the distance from here to the 
mountains of Gozen, hinting at the eunuch’s castration, which in 
Aramaic is goza (Rav Yaakov Emden). The apostate said to him: A 
bald buck" is sold for four dinar. He said to him: A castrated goat 
[ikkara shelifa]' is sold for eight. 


The apostate saw that Rabbi Yehoshua ben Korha was not wearing 
shoes. He said to him: One who rides on a horse is a king. One 
who rides on a donkey is a free man. And one who wears shoes is 
at least a human being. One who does neither this nor that, some- 
one who is buried in the earth is better than him. He said to him: 
Eunuch, eunuch, you said to me three things, and now hear three 
things: The glory of a face is the beard, the joy of the heart is a 
wife, and “the portion of the Lord is children” (Psalms 127:3); 
blessed is the Omnipresent who has denied you all of them, for 
a eunuch does not have a beard, a wife or children. He said to him: 
Does a bald man quarrel? He said to him: Does a castrated male 
goat speak words of rebuke? 


NOTES 
Grind food with your teeth and you will find in 
your feet — 39a MIW Pit: Rabbi Meir's advice 
is meant as preparation for old age. If a person eats 
well during the younger years, his strength will be 
preserved even in old age (Maharsha). 


Bald buck - xpp xpa: Rabbeinu Hananel ex- 
plained that after the eunuch degraded Rabbi Ye- 
hoshua ben Korha, calling him a “bald buck,’ Rabbi 
Yehoshua responded by saying that the eunuch was 
just goading him to admit to the superiority of a eu- 
nuch over a bald person. His statement: Does a cas- 
trated male goat speak words of rebuke, means: You 
are not quarreling with me, you are just scolding me. 


LANGUAGE 


Castrated goat [ikkara shelifa] — xp spy: The 
version in the Arukh is ika shelifa. The word ikai is from 
the Greek aï, aix, or aiyóç, aigos, meaning goat. 
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BACKGROUND 
Old age and weakness - nwm map: The Gemara 
describes examples of the weakness and illness that 
accompany old age. The protrusion of the hip bone 
is particularly noticeable when an elderly person 
suffers from weight loss as a result of the weakness 
of old age, known as senile marasmus. 


NOTES 


Destinations that are near have become far away — 
Dpi wy Dip: In a midrash in Vayikra Rabba it 

is explained that this means that the ears that could 

once hear well, can now only hear with difficulty 

and from close by. 


That which brings peace to the house — ohw own 
maa: In Anaf Yosef it is explained that this phrase is 
referring to digestion, which makes peace within 
one's body. If one cannot properly digest his food, 
he suffers significant discomfort and a lack of in- 
ternal peace. 


his commentary to Ecclesiastes, Rashi epai that 
the word terrors [hathatim] stems from the word 
hita, meaning fear. This phrase means that one will 
be afraid while traveling. 
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The Gemara again addresses old age: Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said to 
Rabbi Shimon ben Halafta: For what reason did we not greet you 
during the Festival the way that my fathers greeted your fathers? 
This was a polite way of asking Rabbi Shimon ben Halafta why he had 
not come to visit Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. He said to him: Because I 
have grown old,’ and the rocks on the road have become tall, and 
destinations that are near have become far away," and my two feet 
have been made into three with the addition of a cane, and that 
which brings peace to the house," namely, the sexual drive which 
motivates a couple to make peace, is no more. 


The Gemara continues to expound the verses of the final chapter of 
Ecclesiastes. The verse states: “And the doors shall be shut in the 

marketplace when the sound of the grinding is low, and one shall start 
up at the voice of a bird, and all the daughters of music shall be 

brought low” (Ecclesiastes 12:4). The Sages expounded: “And the 

doors shall be shut in the marketplace”; these are a person’s ori- 
fices, which cease to function normally. The interpretation continues: 

“When the sound of the grinding is low”; because the stomach is 

not grinding and digesting one’s food. “And one shall start up at the 

voice of a bird”; because one is unable to sleep deeply such that even 

a bird will wake him from his sleep. “And all the daughters of music 

shall be brought low”; this means that even the voices of male and 

female singers will seem to him like mere conversation, and he will 

no longer derive pleasure from song. 


And even Barzilai the Gileadite said to David: “Today I am eighty 
years old, can I discern between good and bad? Can your servant 
taste what I eat or what I drink? Can I hear any more the voice of 
singing men and singing women?” (11 Samuel 19:36). The Gemara 
explains: “Can I discern between good and bad”; from here we derive 
that the minds of the elderly change and they no longer discern 
properly. “Can your servant taste what I eat or what I drink”; from 
here we derive that the lips of the elderly crack and wither. “Can I 
hear any more the voice of singing men and singing women’; from 
here we derive that the ears of the elderly become heavy. 


Rav said: Barzilai the Gileadite was a liar and he merely wanted to 
avoid joining David upon his return to Jerusalem, for an eighty year 
old man is not usually this debilitated. For there was a particular 
maidservant in the house of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi who was ninety- 
two years old, and she would taste the food that was cooking in the 
pots. Rava said: Barzilai was speaking the truth, but Barzilai the 
Gileadite was steeped in promiscuity, and anyone who is steeped 
in promiscuity is overtaken by old age before his time. It was taught 
in a baraita that Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yosei, says: As Torah 
scholars grow older, wisdom is increased in them, as it is stated: 
“With aged men is wisdom; and length of days brings understand- 
ing” (Job 12:12). And as ignoramuses grow older, foolishness is 
increased in them, as it is stated: “He removes the speech of men 
of trust and takes away the understanding of the aged” (Job 12:20). 


The Gemara continues interpreting verses from Ecclesiastes. The verse 
states: “Also when they shall be afraid of that which is high and terrors 
shall be on the road, and the almond tree shall blossom, and the 
grasshopper shall drag itself along, and the caper berry shall fail, fora 

person goes to his eternal home, and the mourners circle the market- 
place” (Ecclesiastes 12:5). The Gemara explains: “Also when they 
shall be afraid of that which is high”; this means that even a small 

knoll on the road seems to him, the elderly, like the highest of moun- 
tains. “And terrors shall be on the road”; this means that while he 
is walking on the road he will have terrors, i.e., he will fear falling or 
otherwise suffering injury. “And the almond tree shall blossom”; this 
is the hip bone that protrudes from the skin of an elderly person. 

“And the grasshopper [hagav] shall drag itself along [yistabbel]”; by 

replacing the letter het of hagav with an ayin, this can be understood 
as referring to the buttocks [agavot] which become heavy [sevel]. 

“And the caper berry shall fail”; this is sexual desire that ceases. 
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The Gemara relates that Rav Kahana was reading biblical verses 
before Rav. When he got to this verse, Rav sighed. Rav Kahana said: 
We can derive from this that Rav’s desire has ceased. Rav Kahana 
also said: What is the meaning of that which is written: “For He 
spoke and it was, He commanded and it stood” (Psalms 33:9)? He 
understands this to mean that God created man with desires that push 
him to do things he would not do ifhe acted purely on the judgment 
of his intellect, and Rav Kahana therefore interprets the verse in the 
following manner: “For He spoke and it was”; this is a woman that 
a man marries. “He commanded and it stood”; these are the chil- 
dren who one works hard to raise. A tanna taught in a baraita: A 
woman is essentially a flask full of feces, a reference to the digestive 
system, and her mouth is full of blood, a euphemistic reference to 
menstruation, yet men are not deterred and they all run after her 
with desire. 


The Gemara interprets the continuation of the verse cited above: “For 
a person goes to his eternal home” (Ecclesiastes 12:5). Rabbi Yitzhak 
said: This teaches that each and every righteous person is given a 
dwelling place in the World-to-Come in accordance with his honor. 
The Gemara offers a parable in which a king enters a city along with 
his servants. When they enter, they all enter through a single gate; 
however, when they sleep, each one is given a dwelling place in 
accordance with his honor. So too, although everyone dies, not ev- 
eryone receives the same reward in the World-to-Come. 


And Rabbi Yitzhak said: What is the meaning of that which is writ- 
ten: “For childhood and youth [shaharut] are vanity” (Ecclesiastes 
11:10)? Sinful things that a person does in his youth darken 
[mashhirin] his face with shame as he grows old (Rabbi Yoshiya 
Pinto). 


And Rabbi Yitzhak said: The maggots that eat the flesh of the de- 
ceased are as painful to the dead as a needle in the flesh of the living, 
as it says with regard to the dead: “But his flesh is in pain for him, 
and his soul mourns over him” (Job 14:22). Rav Hisda said: A per- 
son’s soul mourns for him during all seven days of mourning follow- 
ing his death, as it is stated: And his soul mourns over him,’ and it 
is also written: “And he mourned his father seven days” (Genesis 
50:10). 


Rav Yehuda said: In the case of a deceased person who has no 

comforters," i.e., he has nobody to mourn for him, ten people 

should go and sit in his place and accept condolences. The Gemara 

relates the story of a certain person who died in Rav Yehuda’s neigh- 
borhood and who did not have any comforters, i.e., mourners; 


every day of the seven day mourning period, Rav Yehuda would take 

ten people and they would sit in his place, in the house of the de- 
ceased. After seven days had passed the deceased appeared to Rav 
Yehuda in his dream and said to him: Put your mind to rest, for you 

have put my mind to rest. 


Rabbi Abbahu said: Everything people say before the deceased," 
he knows, until the tomb is sealed with the top-stone. Rabbi Hiyya 
and Rabbi Shimon, son of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, disagreed with 
regard to the meaning of this statement. One of them said that the 
deceased is aware until the tomb is sealed with the top-stone, which 
is referring to the covering of the grave (Tosafot). And one of them 
said that it is until the flesh decomposes. 


NOTES 
A deceased person who has no comforters - ma 
pana b pw: Maharsha explains that since the soul 
mourns for the person, the people who come to offer 
comfort are in fact coming to comfort the deceased 
himself. This explains why the Gemara uses the ex- 
pression: A deceased person who has no comforters. 


HALAKHA 

A deceased person who has no comforters - ma 
pana b pxw: If a person passes away and has no 
relatives to mourn for him, ten people come and sit 
in the person's home for a full seven days while oth- 
ers come and comfort them, in accordance with the 
example of Rav Yehuda. However, the Rema writes: | 
have not seen people do this. Even so, if the deceased 
has no mourners, ten people gather and pray in the 
place where the person died for all seven days of 
mourning, in accordance with Rav Yehuda’s actions 
as related in the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, 
Hilkhot Evel 13:4; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 376:3). 


NOTES 
Everything people say before the deceased — bs 
mAT 99 DMK: This statement is a continuation of 
the previous discussion about a person's soul remain- 
ing with his body for a period of time after death. The 
Sages disagree about the duration of this time period. 
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NOTES 
Royal garments — maby rna: The Maharsha explains 
that the wise servants wear the royal garments that 


have been lent to them only when they perform hon- 


orable and clean activities. When they are engaged in 
other types of activities, they leave the garments in their 
boxes. On the other hand, the foolish servants do not 
pay attention to the fact that the clothes are not their 
own, and wear them even when engaged in ignoble 
and dirty activities. 


LANGUAGE 


Box [kufsa] 
ing a container, especially one used for books. 
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The one who said that it is until the flesh decomposes can 
support his position based on that which is written in the fol- 
lowing verse: “But his flesh grieves for him, and his soul 
mourns over him” ( Job 14:22). This indicates that the deceased 
is aware of the pain of his flesh in the grave. The one who said 
that the deceased is aware only until the tomb is sealed with 
the top-stone can support his view based on that which is writ- 
ten in a different verse: “And the dust returns to the earth as 
it was, and the spirit returns to God who gave it” (Ecclesiastes 
12:7). This indicates that when the body returns to the earth, the 
spirit also returns to its place and is no longer aware of what is 
happening to the body. 


The Sages taught with regard to the verse: “And the spirit re- 
turns to God who gave it” (Ecclesiastes 12:7) that the words: 
Who gave it, mean: As it was given. In other words, give it to 

Him as He gave it to you; just as He gave it to you in purity, you 

too should return it to God in purity. The Gemara cites a par- 
able of a king of flesh and blood who distributed royal gar- 
ments" to his servants. The wise ones folded them and placed 

them in a box [kufsa]! to protect them, whereas the foolish 

ones went and worked in them. After a period of time the king 
requested that his garments be returned to him. The wise ones 

returned them to him pressed, as they were when the servants 

received them, and the foolish ones returned them dirty. The 

king was happy to greet the wise ones and angry to greet the 

foolish ones. 


With regard to the wise ones he said: My garments shall be 
given back to the storehouse, and let them go to their homes 
in peace. And with regard to the foolish ones he said: My 
garments shall be given to the launderer, and they, the fools, 
will be locked up in prison as a punishment for degrading the 
king’s garments for their own purposes. 


The Holy One, Blessed be He, also acts in this way. With regard 

to the bodies of the righteous, which are likened to the royal 

garments that are well kept, it states: “He enters into peace, 
they rest on their beds each one that walks in his uprightness” 
(Isaiah 57:2). And with regard to their souls, it states: “And the 

soul of my lord shall be bound in the bundle of life with the 

Lord your God” (1 Samuel 25:29). And conversely, with regard 

to the bodies of the wicked, it states: “There is no peace, says 

the Lord, for the wicked” (Isaiah 57:21), and with regard to 

their souls, it states: “And the souls of your enemies He shall 

sling out in the hollow of a sling” (1 Samuel 25:29). 


It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Eliezer says: The souls of 
the righteous are stored beneath the Throne of Glory, as it is 

stated: “And the soul of my lord shall be bound in the bundle 

of life” (1 Samuel 25:29). And the souls of the wicked are con- 
tinuously tied up, and one angel stands at one end of the 

world and another angel stands at the other end of the world 

and they sling the souls of the wicked back and forth to one 

another, as it is stated: “And the souls of your enemies He 

shall sling out in the hollow ofa sling” (1 Samuel 25:29). 


Rabba said to Rav Nahman: What happens to the souls of 
middling people, who are neither righteous nor wicked? Rav 
Nahman said to him: It is good that you asked me this question, 
for even if I were dead I would not have been able to tell you 

that. As Shmuel said as follows: These and those, the souls of 
the wicked and of the middling people, are handed over 

to Duma, the angel in charge of spirits. But these, the souls of 
the middling people, have rest, and these, the souls of the 

wicked, do not have rest. Rav Mari said: Even the bodies of the 

righteous will not be preserved and will become dust, as it is 

written: “And the dust returns to the earth as it was” 
(Ecclesiastes 12:7). 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the 


BRINK Lop NTT SOP MIN 
TON) NY MEN DRIN IAM 
VON) NOK K ya MD a I a) 
ONIX NOX: av) OX 200 NA : ah 
292 31 TX wy wh ae TON) 3 
nan se IOK EY AD py spay 
KINT: ah sox Ay ay bt A 

PTE YT Oy TOT awry D9 


aps xb nbap pape ed sox 
” bs "RIP NINY apy’ Inst dwn 
Dap yninyy - faba aX bvw 
VINOEY px - taba TKIP b px be 

DIP 


TON KVA MI MRI PAN POV 
m DN AIST amb 1” ap a 
nap x) ogra ont JOAN mobs 
Mig NDA TMG 13 DAW PY INT 

roD 


nay INITAN 993" DOTAZ Y 
DTP ons TYY - KITI: NON 
DAI IN 


AVN ATIK aT KIN KITI TY VON 
xpa nna nina wps bw awy 
POX KDI NV MAIN "TINT 
Jna oT: “ah TON KPNI bem 
pay bp aang my win wy DBD 
nT aby ingen, pia wth wy 

Spa qan wan wy ow ans) 


Perek XXIII 
Daf 153 Amuda 


ani arg aw Tiy inwa 


IPEK DIMA TT 37 WN 
ION ID) OTK by iapa: awn 
> WONT YPN aed DX NT NT obiya 
KPIA ome nw IDN ab 
MNT- KTP KY MID? OTT 

pony xb) a) maT- x07 ome a 


The Gemara cites a related story: The diggers who were digging in Rav 
Nahman’s land came upon a grave, and Rav Ahai bar Yoshiya,“” who 

was buried there, rebuked them. They came and said to Rav Nahman: 
A deceased person just rebuked us. Rav Nahman came and said to the 

person buried there: Who is the Master, i.e., who are you? He said to 

him: I am Ahai bar Yoshiya. Rav Nahman said to him: How has your 
body been preserved? Didn’t Rav Mari say that the righteous will turn 

to dust? Rav Ahai said to him: And who is Mari, whom I do not know? 
Why should I be concerned about what he says? Rav Nahman said to 

him: Even without Rav Mari’s statement, there is an explicit verse 

which is written: “And the dust will return to the earth as it was” 
(Ecclesiastes 12:7). 


Rav Ahai said to him: Whoever taught you the book of Ecclesiastes 
did not teach you the book of Proverbs, for it is written in Proverbs: 
“A tranquil heart is the life of the flesh, but envy is the rotting of the 
bones” (Proverbs 14:30). This means that anyone who has envy in his 
heart during his lifetime, his bones rot in the grave, and anyone who 
does not have envy in his heart, his bones do not rot. 


Rav Nahman touched him and saw that he had substance. Rav 
Nahman said to him: Let the Master arise and come into my house. 
Rav Ahai said to him: You have revealed that you have not even stud- 
ied Prophets," and it is not just the Writings of which you are ignorant, 
for it is written: “And you shall know that I am the Lord when I open 
up your graves and lift you up from your graves, My nation” (Ezekiel 
37:13). As long as the dead have not been instructed to leave their graves, 
leaving of their own accord is prohibited. 


Rav Nahman once again asked Rav Ahai about the preservation of the 
flesh, and he said: But it is written: “For you are dust and you shall 
return to dust” (Genesis 3:19), so why has your body not turned into 
dust? He said to him: That verse applies to the righteous only one hour 
before the resurrection of the dead, so that they, too, may be created 
anew (Maharsha). 


A certain apostate once said to Rabbi Abbahu: You say that the souls 
of the righteous are stored beneath the Throne of Glory, but if so, how 
did the oracle woman raise up Samuel using necromancy if his soul 
was no longer in this world? Rabbi Abbahu said to him: There, it was 
within twelve months of his death, as it was taught in a baraita: For a 
full twelve months a deceased person's body remains and his soul 
ascends and descends, such that it is sometimes in this world with its 
body. After twelve months, the body ceases to exist 


and his soul ascends to its place beneath the Throne of Glory, and does 
not descend anymore. 


Rav Yehuda, son of Rav Shmuel bar Sheilat, said in the name of Rav: 
From a person’s eulogy it is apparent whether or not he has a share 
in the World-to-Come. If the listeners are pained and brought to tears 
during the eulogy, it is clear that the person was righteous. The Gemara 
asks: Is that so? Didn’t Rav say to Rav Shmuel bar Sheilat: Stir the 
hearts of those gathered during my eulogy, for I will be standing there 
and listening to your words? Even a person as great as Rav needed to 
give instructions about his eulogy. The Gemara answers: This is not 
difficult, for this statement, which maintains that those who merit a 
share in the World-to-Come can be identified by their eulogies, is refer- 
ring to a situation in which they attempt to stir the listener and he is 
stirred;" while that statement is referring to a situation in which they 
attempt to stir the listener and he is not stirred. That is an indication 
that the deceased person was not righteous. 


ublisher 


NOTES 
Rav Ahai bar Yoshiya — mwN 32 °RNX 31: 
Some explain that the people digging in Rav 
Nahman's land were actually plowing his field 
and came across the grave. They did not know 
what to do with the body and went to ask Rav 
Nahman. Rav Ahai bar Yoshiya appeared to Rav 
Nahman in a dream and their entire conversa- 
tion took place in that dream (Pardes Rimonim). 


Ecclesiastes, Proverbs, Prophets — nbp 
DWI „hon: During the talmudic period, the 
common educational curriculum began with 
studying Torah and continued with the Prophets. 
Then the longer works of the Writings: Job, 
Proverbs and Psalms, were studied, followed 
by the shorter Writings: the five Scrolls [Megil- 
lot], including Ecclesiastes. Thus, Rav Ahai bar 
Yoshiya said that Rav Nahman was even not an 
expert in the subjects taught to children, includ- 
ing Proverbs and the Prophets. 


PERSONALITIES 

Rav Ahai bar Yoshiya - mwr Ta *XMX 37: Rav 
Ahai was one of the later tannaim who lived 
during the time of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. Appar- 
ently, he was the son of the tanna, Rabbi Yoshiya, 
who was a student of Rabbi Yishmael. Rav Ahai 
ived in the Babylonian city of Hutzal, although 
he conducted business in Neharde’a and was 
buried there. From the few sources that provide 
background about his life, it appears that he 
earned a living as a businessman, but was also 
he leader of the city of Hutzal and the surround- 
ing villages. His teachings are quoted several 
imes in the Talmud and the halakhic midrash. 
Rav Nahman lived and was active in Neharda’a 
a few generations after Rav Ahai bar Yoshiya. 


NOTES 


They attempt to stir the listener and he is 
stirred - ON) mb yaniat: If a eulogy is an indi- 
cation that the deceased has earned a share in 
the World-to-Come, it is unnecessary to attempt 
to stir the hearts of the listeners, as it serves no 
purpose. If a speaker stirs the emotions of the 
crowd, an outpouring of emotion would not 
indicate the deceased's greatness. Nevertheless, 
even when the eulogizer attempts to deliver a 
moving eulogy, the listeners are not necessarily 
moved by every eulogy and thus the fact that 
they are stirred reflects well on the deceased. 
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PERSONALITIES 
Rabba in Pumbedita - xmta/0153 7137: 
Rabba was the head of the yeshiva in 


Pumbedita for many years and was a fear- 


less leader. Since he would not refrain from 
strongly reprimanding the leaders of the 
city for their negative character traits, he 
was not well loved by the local people. 
However, neither he nor his student Abaye 
saw fault in this, for Abaye said: If a Sage 
is beloved by the inhabitants of his city it 
is not because he is such a great leader, 
but because he does not rebuke them in 
matters related to fear of Heaven (Ketubot 
105b). 


HALAKHA 
Repent one day before your death - aw 


yan nab ‘Mx oY: A person should al- 


ways view himself as if death is at hand, 
and that he may die at any moment in his 
current sinful state. These thoughts wil 
cause a person to repent immediately. 
One should not say: When | grow old | wil 


return to God, lest one die before reach- 


ing old age. This is the meaning of tha 
which King Solomon said: “At all times your 
clothes should be white” (Rambam Sefer 
HaMadaa, Hilkhot Teshuva 7:2). 


NOTES 


These and these sit at the feast — Dyrby 
paw: The midrash similarly states that 
one who sits at a meal and does not eat 


suffers more than if he were merely hun- 


gry. This is the punishment of the wicked. 


Let your clothes be white - ma Ppa: 


This statement refers to ritual fringes be- 


cause they are white. Although in past 
generations the fringes included threads 
which were dyed sky blue [tekhelet], one 
can fulfill the mitzva with white threads 
alone when the special sky blue dye is 
unavailable. The phrase: At all times, is 
used because the mitzva applies at all 
times. Similarly, the phrase: Shall not be 
absent, is the source for the law that one 
must wear phylacteries on his head even 
if those which are worn on the arm are 
unavailable (Maharsha). 
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Abaye said to Rabba: In the case of the Master, i.e., Rabba, whom all of 
the inhabitants of his city, Pumbedita,’” hate, who will be stirred during 
his eulogy? He said to him: It is sufficient for me if you and Rabba bar 
Rav Hanan are stirred. 


Rabbi Elazar raised a dilemma before Rav: Which type of person has a 
share in the World-to-Come? He said to him: We can derive this from 
the verse: “And your ears shall hear a word behind you, saying: This is 
the path, walk on it, when you turn to the right or to the left” (Isaiah 
30:21). In other words, if people eulogize one by saying that others should 
follow in his path, he must have a share in the World-to-Come. Rabbi 
Hanina said: Anyone with whom our Rabbis are pleased has a share in 
the World-to-Come. In interpreting the verse: “And the eulogizers walk 
about the marketplace” (Ecclesiastes 12:5), the people of the Galilee say: 
Do things that you will want people to say at your eulogy in front of your 
bier. The people of Judea say: Do things that you want people to say at 
your eulogy behind your bier. The Gemara remarks: And they do not 
disagree; this Sage expressed it according to the norm in his place, and 
this Sage expressed it differently according to the norm in his place. The 
custom in the Galilee was that the eulogizers would stand before the bier 
and the custom in Judea was that eulogizers would stand behind the bier. 


We learned there in a mishna that Rabbi Eliezer says: Repent one day 
before your death." Rabbi Eliezer’s students asked him: But does a 
person know the day on which he will die? He said to them: All the 
more so this is a good piece of advice, and one should repent today lest 
he die tomorrow; and by following this advice one will spend his entire 
life in a state of repentance. And King Solomon also said in his wisdom: 
“At all times your clothes should be white, and oil shall not be absent 
from upon your head” (Ecclesiastes 9:8), meaning that a person always 
needs to be prepared. 


Similarly, Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai said the following story as a par- 
able to this lesson: The situation is comparable to a king who invited his 
servants to a feast and did not set a time for them to come. The wise 
among them adorned themselves and sat at the entrance to the king’s 
house. They said: Is the king’s house missing anything necessary for the 
feast? Certainly the king could invite them at any moment. The fools 
among them went to attend to their work and said: Is there such thing 
as a feast without the toil of preparing for it? While the feast is being 
prepared, we will attend to other matters. 


Suddenly, the king requested that his servants come to the feast. The 
wise among them entered before him adorned in their finest clothes, 
and the fools entered before him dirty. The king was happy to greet the 
wise ones and angry to greet the fools. The king said: These wise servants 
who adorned themselves for the feast shall sit and eat and drink, but 
these fools who did not adorn themselves for the feast shall stand and 
watch. There is a similar outcome for people who think that their day of 
death and judgment is far away and do not prepare themselves for it. 


Rabbi Meir’s son-in-law said in the name of Rabbi Meir: If the punish- 
ment for those who did not prepare themselves in advance was merely to 
stand and watch, it would not be severe enough because they also look 
like servants at the feast, which is not such a disgraceful punishment. 
Rather, these and these, both groups of people, sit at the feast." These 
wise and righteous people eat, and these wicked fools are hungry; these 
righteous people drink, and these wicked people are thirsty, as it is 
stated: “Therefore, thus said the Lord, God: Behold, My servants shall 
eat and you shall be hungry; behold, My servants shall drink and you 
shall be thirsty; behold, My servants shall rejoice and you shall be 
ashamed. Behold, My servants shall sing from a joyous heart and you 
shall scream from a pained heart” (Isaiah 65:13-14). 


Alternatively, the verse quoted above can be interpreted in the following 
way: “At all times let your clothes be white”;" this is clothing that con- 
tains ritual fringes [tzitzit], which are white. “And oil shall not be absent 
from upon your head”; these words hint to phylacteries, which are worn 


on the head. 
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The discussion in this chapter of the halakhot relating to business activity on Shab- 
bat can be summarized as follows: Not only is it forbidden to engage actively in any 
business activity or transaction on Shabbat, it is prohibited even to speak about 
such activities, even if they are for the purpose of Shabbat itself. Nonetheless, when 
necessary for the purpose of Shabbat, the Sages did permit conducting certain busi- 
ness activities in a roundabout fashion, by hinting or by avoiding common business 
expressions. This leniency stems from the fact that business activity is not inherently 
prohibited on Shabbat, but rather is forbidden by rabbinic decree. We do not add to 
rabbinic decrees with additional layers of safeguards meant to distance people from 
violation. Therefore, in these situations the Sages were satisfied with the requirement 
that people use particular formulations that would remind them of the sanctity of 
Shabbat and that would thereby ensure they not violate actual prohibited labors. 


This decree against the discussion of monetary matters on Shabbat applies to mun- 
dane causes and personal needs. However, it is permissible and even fitting to discuss 
mitzva causes on Shabbat, even when they include preparation for the performance 
of prohibited labors after Shabbat; this does not demonstrate disregard for the honor 
of Shabbat. 


Attending to the needs of the deceased is a mitzva and an important way of uphold- 
ing human dignity. Consequently, the Sages permitted certain activities in order to 
ensure that the deceased not suffer unnecessary degradation when located in an un- 
dignified place, as it is forbidden to move a corpse on Shabbat. Yet, they did not allow 
burying or even moving a corpse on Shabbat. Although halakha is greatly concerned 
for of the dignity of the deceased, the wellbeing of the living is even more important, 
as the living are still obligated to fulfill mitzvot. Even the preservation of the dignity 
of the deceased does not override outright Shabbat prohibitions. 


Summary of 
Perek XXIII 
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But the seventh day is Shabbat to the Lord your God; you shall not do 
any manner of work, you, your son, your daughter, your man-servant, 
your maid-servant, your ox, your donkey, nor any of your cattle, nor 
your stranger that is within your gates; that your man-servant and your 
maid-servant may rest as well as you. 


(Deuteronomy 5:13) 


The halakhot discussed in this chapter relate primarily to what may and may not be 
done for animals on Shabbat. Some of these issues have already been addressed in 
earlier chapters, and Chapter Five was devoted to clarifying the laws of transporting 
items that are on an animal from one domain to another on Shabbat. This chapter 
addresses a more limited and specific issue, namely, the details of the prohibition of 
driving a laden animal on Shabbat. For example, what is the source of the prohibi- 
tion? The Gemara considers whether the Torah expressly forbids driving a laden 
animal, whether the prohibition stems from a rabbinic decree not to make use of 
animals, or whether it is derived from the positive command to allow animals to rest. 
Similarly, the chapter examines the severity and scope of this prohibition. 


This chapter also explores issues related to the preparation of food for animals on 
Shabbat. There are several considerations in this regard: One may not perform a labor 
prohibited by Torah law for the purposes of an animal, just as one may not do so for 
human beings. However, since it is necessary to care for one’s animals, the Gemara 
clarifies which activities may be performed in order to provide food for them. The 
chapter seeks to establish the fundamental basis for determining the halakha in these 
cases. It also addresses whether the prohibition of set-aside objects is suspended for 
the purpose of attending to the needs of animals. 


Introduction to 
Perek XXIV 
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MI S HN A One who was traveling on Shabbat eve and 

night fell, and Shabbat began while he was still 
en route," gives his money pouch to a gentile traveling with him. 
And ifthere is no gentile with him he places it on the donkey. Once 
he reached the outer courtyard" of the city, where belongings can 
be securely placed, he takes the vessels that may be moved on Shab- 
bat off the donkey. With regard to the vessels that may not be moved 
on Shabbat, he unties the ropes that attach his bags to the donkey, 
and the bags of vessels fall on their own. 


GEMARA We learned in the mishna: One who was 


traveling on Shabbat eve and night fell, and 
Shabbat began while he was still en route, gives his money pouch to 
a gentile. The Gemara asks: What is the reason that the Sages permit- 
ted him to give his pouch to a gentile? Is it not prohibited for a Jew 
to ask a gentile to perform a prohibited labor on Shabbat? The Ge- 
mara answers: The Sages maintain that a person does not restrain 
himself when faced with losing his money." If you do not permit 
him to give his pouch to a gentile, he will come to carry four cubits 
in a public domain, thereby violating a Torah prohibition. 


Rava said: This allowance to give the pouch to a gentile is specifi- 
cally with regard to his own pouch, but in the case of a lost object 
that he found, no, it was not permitted." The Gemara asks: That is 
obvious, as we learned in the mishna: His pouch, and nothing else. 
The Gemara answers: Rava specified this lest you say that the same 
is true even with regard to a lost object, that one may give it to a 
gentile on Shabbat, and the mishna taught the case of his pouch 
merely because it is the manner in which the matter typically occurs. 
Therefore, Rava teaches us that the mishna is in fact establishing a 
halakha restricted to his pouch. The Gemara comments: And we only 
said that this allowance does not apply to a lost object when it did 
not come into his possession before Shabbat. However, if the object 
already came into his possession before Shabbat, its legal status is 
like that of his pouch. 


Some state this dilemma in a different manner. Rava raised a di- 
lemma: With regard to a lost object that came into his possession 
before Shabbat, what is the ruling? Is the halakha that since it already 
came into his possession, its legal status is like that of his pouch? Or 
perhaps, since he did not exert himself to acquire it, its legal status 
is not like that of his pouch. Since he expended no effort, he would 
be capable of restraining himself even when faced with losing it. 
Therefore, there is no need for the Sages to permit him to give it to a 
gentile. The Gemara concludes: Let this dilemma stand unresolved. 


We learned in the mishna: And if there is no gentile with him he 
places it on the donkey. The Gemara infers: The reason is specifically 
because there is no gentile with him; if there is a gentile with him, 
he gives it to the gentile and does not place it on a donkey. The Ge- 
mara asks: What is the reason for this halakha? The Gemara answers: 
With regard to a donkey belonging to a Jew, you are commanded 
with regard to its rest on Shabbat. With regard to a gentile, you are 
not commanded with regard to his rest and no Torah prohibition is 
being violated. 


A person does not restrain himself when faced with losing his 
money - isi by jayy Pay DIK px: The early commentaries 
pointed out that the Gemara applied this same principle to 
prohibit taking objects out of a burning house on Shabbat, and 
asked why it is cited here as a reason for leniency. They answered 


NOTES 


that in the case of a house fire, panic reigns and if certain allow- 
ances were made, people would allow themselves to remove 
even prohibited items from the house. In this case, there is no 
sense of panic, and therefore there is no concern that one will 
extend the leniency to prohibited items (Josefot Rid). 


HALAKHA 


One who was traveling and night fell while he was 
en route — 7773 Prge wa: One who is traveling and 
Shabbat begins while he is still on the road may give his 
money to a gentile to carry it for him if there is a gentile 
traveling with him. If there is no gentile with him, he may 
place his pouch on the donkey (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 6:22; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 266:1). 


Once he reached the outer courtyard — ayn yx 
TWT: One who is traveling on Shabbat eve and arrives 
after nightfall at a location where he can securely leave 
his belongings, may take the vessels that may be moved 
on Shabbat from his donkey. With regard to the rest of 
the vessels, i.e., the vessels that may not be moved on 
Shabbat, he may untie the ropes that attach his bags to 
the donkey and let the bags of vessels fall on their own 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 21:10; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 266:9). 


Specifically with regard to his own pouch, but in the 
case of a lost object, no - x TEY bax DD XPT: One 
may give a gentile an object that heis carrying on Shabbat 
if itis one’s own property. However, it is prohibited to give 
a gentile someone else's lost object that one found after 
Shabbat began (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
6:22; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 266:1). 
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HALAKHA 
A donkey, a deaf-mute, an imbecile, and a minor - npiv wm wian 
19m: One who was traveling and Shabbat began, and a donkey, a 
deaf-mute, an imbecile, and a minor were alongside him, should 
place his pouch on the donkey rather than hand it to the deaf-mute, 
the imbecile, or the minor, because it is preferable to place it on an 
animal rather than give it to a person (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 20:7; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 266:3). 


A deaf-mute and an imbecile - Apiv wan: One who was traveling 
with a deaf-mute and an imbecile should give his pouch to the imbe- 
cile, who is completely lacking in halakhic intelligence (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 20:6; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 266:4). 


An imbecile and a minor — jp) ABW: A minor will possess halakhic 
intelligence and be obligated to observe mitzvot when he reaches 
majority. Therefore, one who is traveling with an imbecile and a mi- 
nor should give his pouch to the imbecile, even though the minor is 
not currently obligated to observe mitzvot (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 20:6; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 266:5). 


A deaf-mute and a minor — jo?) Wan: One who is traveling with a 
deaf-mute and a minor may give his pouch to whomever he prefers. 
As the dilemma in the Gemara was not resolved, both the Rif and 
the Rosh ruled that one may act in accordance with either possibility 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 20:6; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 266:5). 
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NOTES 


The Gemara teaches an additional halakha: If there was no 
gentile with him but there was a donkey, a deaf-mute, an 
imbecile, and a minor," meaning someone under thirteen 
years old, one places it on the donkey, but one neither gives 
it to the deaf-mute, nor the imbecile, nor the minor. What 
is the reason for this? Although they are not obligated to 
fulfill mitzvot, these are people, but this donkey is not a 
person. It is preferable to place it on the donkey rather than 
give it to a person. And if a deaf-mute and an imbecile" were 
with him, he gives it to the imbecile. If an imbecile and a 
minor" were with him, he gives it to the imbecile. 


A dilemma was raised before the Sages: Ifa deaf-mute and a 

minor" were with him, what is the ruling? To whom does he 

give his pouch? The Gemara answers: According to the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Eliezer you have no dilemma. Rabbi Eliezer 
holds that a deaf-mute has a greater degree of halakhic intel- 
ligence than does a minor, as it was taught in a baraita: Rabbi 

Yitzhak says in the name of Rabbi Eliezer: The teruma of a 

deaf-mute that he separated from his produce 


A deaf-mute and an imbecile — 7~iv71 wan: When the Sages 
refer to an imbecile they mean someone who has no halakhic 
intelligence at all, and is therefore exempt from all mitzvot and 
liabilities and has the halakhic status of an animal (Rabbeinu 
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NOTES 
Five categories of people who may not separate teruma— x moan 
yaja: It is explained in the Jerusalem Talmud in tractate Terumot that 
hese categories are derived from the verse: “Speak to the children of 
srael, that they take for Me an offering [teruma]; of every man whose 
heart makes him willing you shall take My offering. And this is the 
offering which you shall take of them” (Exodus 25:2-3). The phrase 
he children of Israel” excludes gentiles; the phrase “from every man” 
excludes minors; the phrase “whose heart makes him willing” excludes 
imbeciles and deaf-mutes who lack the heart, i.e., the halakhic intel- 
igence, to volunteer; and the phrase “that you shall take from them” 
excludes one who separates teruma from property that does not 
belong to him. 


u, 


HALAKHA 
Five categories of people who may not separate teruma - "wan 
sain xb: There are five categories of people whose separation of 
teruma is not considered teruma. They are: A deaf-mute, an imbecile, 
a minor, a gentile who separated teruma on behalf of a Jew, and a 
Jew who separated teruma from someone else's produce without the 
owner's consent (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Terumot 4:2; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 331:30). 
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Hananel). However, since he is a human being, one may not 
place an object on him as one may on an animal. When they 
refer to a deaf-mute they mean someone whose halakhic intel- 
ligence is limited. This was a consequence of the deaf-mute's 
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inability to communicate with his surroundings in ancient times. 
Although he is not obligated in mitzvot, the Sages imposed cer- 
tain strictures with regard to him, and there are circumstances in 
which he can even facilitate the fulfillment of mitzvot by others. 


does not vacate its sanctified status and assume non-sacred 
status because his status with regard to halakhic intelligence 
is uncertain. According to Rabbi Eliezer, a deaf-mute appar- 
ently has a degree of halakhic intelligence, and therefore has 
a greater obligation in mitzvot than a minor. 


When you raise this dilemma, the issue is in accordance 
with the opinion of the Rabbis, as we learned in a mishna: 
There are five categories of people who may not separate 
teruma™' ab initio, and if they separated teruma, their teruma 
is not considered teruma. They are: A deaf-mute, an imbe- 
cile, and a minor, and one who separates teruma from pro- 
duce that is not his; and a gentile who separated teruma 
from the produce of a Jew, even with his permission, his 
teruma is not considered teruma because a gentile cannot be 
appointed as an agent to separate teruma, and all the more so 
he cannot separate teruma on his own. The deaf-mute and the 
minor have the same legal status according to the Rabbis; 
therefore, a dilemma arises as to which of them should receive 
the pouch on Shabbat. 


What should one do? Should he give it to the deaf-mute 

because the minor will eventually reach the stage of halakhic 

intelligence, when he will be obligated to observe the mitzvot, 
and it is preferable that he not become accustomed to dese- 
crating Shabbat? Or perhaps he should give it to the minor, 
because if he is allowed to give it to the deaf-mute, onlookers 

will mistake him for an adult with halakhic intelligence and 

conclude that it is permitted to give his pouch to an adult? In 

that case it would be preferable to give the pouch to a minor, 
as it is clear that he is not obligated in mitzvot. Regarding this 

halakha, some say that he gives it to the deaf-mute and some 

say that he gives it to the minor, and no definitive conclusion 
was reached. 
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The Gemara asks: If there is neither a gentile nor a donkey nor a deaf- 
mute nor an imbecile nor a minor there, what should one do? Rabbi 

Yitzhak said: There was another manner of dealing with this situation, 
and the Sages did not want to reveal it. The Gemara asks: To what was 

Rabbi Yitzhak referring when he said: There was another manner? The 

Gemara answers: The alternative is to move the pouch in increments, 
each less than four cubits," and thereby carry the object in the public 

domain without violating a Torah prohibition. The Gemara asks: Why 
didn’t the Sages want to reveal this alternative? The Gemara answers 

that it is due to the verse: “It is the glory of God to conceal a thing; 
but the glory ofkings is to search out a matter” (Proverbs 25:2). And 

here, what glory of God is there in concealing this option? The Ge- 
mara answers: If one were to move the pouch in this manner, there is 

concern lest he come to carry the object four cubits in the public 

domain. 


The ruling that one should give his pouch to a gentile rather than carry 
in increments each less than four cubits was among the eighteen decrees 

issued in accordance with the position of Beit Shammai, enumerated 

in the first chapter of tractate Shabbat. Sages of later generations dis- 
agreed with regard to these eighteen decrees: It was taught in a baraita 

that Rabbi Eliezer says: On that day they measured with a large sea‘ 

measurement, i.e., they did well to issue these decrees, which construct 
a fence around the Torah to prevent its violation. Rabbi Yehoshua said: 
On that very day they measured with a minimal se 4a, i.e., because these 

decrees are difficult to observe, they not only will lead people to violate 

the decrees, but to violate Torah prohibitions as well. 


It was taught in another baraita: The Sages articulated a parable to il- 
lustrate the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer. To what is this matter similar? 
It is similar to a basket full of squash and gourds into which a person 
places mustard seeds. Just as the basket also holds the mustard, the 
decree will also endure. They also articulated a parable to illustrate the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua: To what is this matter similar? It is simi- 
lar to a large bowl full of honey into which one places pomegranates 
and walnuts. Just as the bowl expels the honey from inside it, so too, 
the decree will cause Torah prohibitions to be violated. 


We learned in the mishna that the Master said: When there is no gen- 
tile with him, one places the pouch on the donkey. The Gemara asks: 
Isn’t he thereby driving a laden animal? And the Torah stated: “And 
the seventh day is Shabbat for the Lord your God, you shall not per- 
form any manner of labor, neither you, nor your son, nor your daugh- 
ter, nor your slave, nor your maidservant, nor your animal, nor your 
stranger that is within your gates” (Exodus 20:10). He is causing the 

prohibited labors of carrying from domain to domain and of carrying 
in the public domain by placing the pouch on his donkey on Shabbat. 


Rav Adda bar Ahava said: One places the pouch on the donkey as it 
is walking," because in doing so he does not commit a full-fledged vio- 
lation of the Torah prohibition against carrying out from domain to 
domain on Shabbat. A full-fledged violation consists of lifting and plac- 
ing the object. Because the animal was already walking when the pouch 
was placed on it, the animal performed no lifting. The Gemara asks: Isn’t 
it impossible that the animal will not stand in its place at some point 
after it begins walking, either in order to urinate or to defecate, and 
when it begins walking again there is both an act of lifting and an act 
of placing performed by the donkey. The Gemara answers: There is a 
solution to that problem. When the donkey is walking, one places the 
pouch on it, and when it stands, he removes it. The Gemara asks: If 
so, one could even place the pouch on another Jew as well, as there 
would be neither lifting nor placing. 


Rav Pappa said: Any action that if one performs it by himself, he is 
liable" to bring a sin-offering for it, if he performed it by means of 
another, he is exempt but it is still prohibited for him to do so. And 
any action that if performed by means of another, he is exempt from 
bringing a sin-offering but it is still prohibited for him to do so, per- 
forming the action by means of his donkey is permitted ab initio. 


HALAKHA 


Move the pouch in increments, each less than four 
cubits — niay yaa ning nina ip in: One who 
is traveling with money on Shabbat eve, and has 
neither a gentile, nor a donkey, nor a deaf-mute, nor 
an imbecile, nor a minor with him at nightfall, may 
carry it in increments smaller than four cubits until 
he reaches his destination (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 20:7; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
266:7). 


One places the pouch on the donkey as it is walk- 
ing — nabs xwa by iran: When placing his 
pouch atop an animal on Shabbat, one must place it 
while the animal is walking and remove it when the 
animal stops. When the animal starts moving again 
he places it again. He does so to avoid performing a 
full-fledged act of carrying, which would consist of 
lifting and placing (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 20:6; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 266:2). 


Any action that if one performs it by himself he 
is liable - a9n isuaw Yə: If one lifts an object on 
Shabbat and places it on another person while that 
person is walking, and then takes it from him before 
that person stops, neither person is liable, even if 
they were walking from one domain to another. This 
is because there was no full-fledged act of carrying, 
which would consist of lifting and placing (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 13:12). 


NOTES 


On that day they measured with a large sea - ìa 
MXD Wa Dia: Josafot understand the dispute be- 
tween Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Yehoshua to be lim- 
ited to the decree requiring one to give his pouch 
to a gentile on Shabbat. Others explain that the rest 
of the eighteen decrees were motivated by concern 
for ritual impurity or for violation of a prohibition. 
However, in this case it is possible to avoid carry- 
ing in the public domain by carrying the pouch in 
increments of less than four cubits. Therefore, the 
decree requiring one to give his pouch to a gentile 
can be considered an added stricture that people 
will not be able to fulfill and that will cause them to 
carry the pouch four cubits, thereby violating a Torah 
prohibition (Maharsha). 


aP AT Tp- PEREK XXIV ` 153B 


409 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


NOTES 


His package was resting on his shoulder — An 
iana by 4 nnana inant: Here the Gemara does 
not suggest the solution of carrying the package 
in increments of less than four cubits, because 
the Gemara is discussing a large package, which 
would make it difficult for the person carrying it to 
stop so frequently (Meri). The Sages did not permit 
running with one's pouch as they did with a pack- 
age, because the weight of the package would 
serve as a conspicuous reminder to continue run- 
ning. Since a pouch is small, there is concern that 
even if he ran with it he might forget and end up 
carrying it in the usual manner (Rambam). 


When he performs an action with his body — 
maa MYA Way: There is a fundamental rule 
throughout the Torah that one is liable to be 
punished only for violating prohibitions that he 
himself performed. Although in monetary mat- 
ters one is liable for damage caused by his animal, 
that liability does not extend to corporal or capital 
punishment. 


The prohibition of driving a laden animal - wd 
‘varia: The essence of the Gemara’s question 
here is based on the assumption that a Shabbat 
prohibition for which one does not incur severe 
punishment is certainly not one of the standard 
prohibited labors, but rather one that is indepen- 
dent of the standard prohibited labors. Therefore, 
it is reasonable to posit that that this exceptional 
prohibition is the prohibition of performing labor 
by means of an animal on Shabbat. Even in re- 
jecting the difficulty raised, the Gemara identifies 
other anomalous Shabbat prohibitions, e.g., going 
beyond the Shabbat limits, or kindling a fire ac- 
cording to the opinion of Rabbi Yosei. 


HALAKHA 


His package was resting on his shoulder — ng 
iana by 15 nnana inan: One who is carrying a 
package on his shoulder when Shabbat begins 
should run home with the package. This is permit- 
ted only if he runs; walking with the package in his 
usual manner is prohibited, lest he forget that it is 
Shabbat and perform the prohibited labor of car- 
rying by lifting and placing. When he reaches his 
home, he throws the package down in an unusual 
manner, by dropping it behind him off his shoul- 
der, because in that way he does not perform an 
act of placing prohibited by Torah law (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 13:9; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 266:11). 


One who desecrates Shabbat - nawn ms bona: 

One who desecrates Shabbat unwittingly is liable 
to bring a sin-offering. If he did so intentionally he 
is punishable by karet, and if there are witnesses 
and forewarning, he is liable to be executed by 
stoning (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shab- 
bat 1:1). 
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Rav Adda bar Ahava said: One who was traveling on Shabbat eve and 
his package was resting on his shoulder as night fell, he runs beneath 
it, i.e., with his package on his shoulder, until he reaches his home. The 
Gemara infers: Specifically one runs until he reaches home; however, 
walking a little bit at a time, no, he may not do so. 


The Gemara asks: What is the reason for this? Since, when walking in 
the usual manner, he has no conspicuous reminder that it is Shabbat, 
there is concern lest he come to perform the acts of lifting and placing 
by stopping to rest on his way home. The Gemara asks: Ultimately, when 
he reaches his home, it is impossible that he will not stop and stand a 
bit, and at that point, he will have performed the prohibited labor of car- 
rying the package from the public domain into the private domain of 
his house. The Gemara answers: This is referring to a case in which he 
does not place the package in the typical manner when he reaches his 
home. Rather, he throws it down in an unusual manner. Since he did 
not perform the action in the typical manner, it is not prohibited by Torah 
law. 


With regard to the topic of driving a donkey on Shabbat, the Gemara cites 
that which Rami bar Hama said: With regard to one who drives his 
laden animal on Shabbat, if he does so unwittingly, he is liable to bring 
a sin-offering, and ifhe does so intentionally, he is liable to be executed 
by stoning. The Gemara asks: What is the reason for this ruling? Rava 
said that the verse states: “You shall not perform any manner of labor, 
neither you...nor your animal” (Exodus 20:10). From this he derived: 
His animal is similar to himself; just as he, ifhe performed a prohibited 
labor on Shabbat unwittingly, he is liable to bring a sin-offering, and if 
he did so intentionally, he is liable to be executed by stoning, so too, if 
he performed a prohibited labor by means of his animal, if he did so 
unwittingly, he is liable to bring a sin-offering, and ifhe did so intention- 
ally, he is liable to be executed by stoning. 


Rava said: There are two possible responses with which this statement 
can be rejected. One is, as it is written: “You shall have one law [Torah | 
for him that does unwittingly... and for the proselyte who resides among 
them. But the soul that does with a high hand, whether he be home-born 
or a stranger, he blasphemes the Lord; and that soul shall be cut off from 
among his people” (Numbers 15:29-30). This verse is referring to one who 
worships idolatry unwittingly. The entire Torah is juxtaposed to idolatry, 
and from that juxtaposition it is derived: Just as in the case of idolatry 
one is liable only when he performs an action with his body," i.e., himself, 
here too, in the case of Shabbat, he is liable only ifhe performs an action 
with his body, i.e., himself. He is not liable for an action performed by his 
animal. 


And furthermore, with regard to the statement that ifhe drove the laden 

donkey he is liable to be executed by stoning, we learned in a mishna that 

enumerates those who are executed by stoning: One who desecrates 

Shabbat" by performing a matter that for its unwitting performance one 

is liable to bring a sin-offering, and for its intentional performance one 

is liable to be executed by stoning. By inference, there is another matter, 
another prohibition, that for which its unwitting performance one is not 

liable to bring a sin-offering, and for which its intentional performance 

one is not liable to be executed by stoning. 


And what is that Torah prohibition? Is it not the prohibition of driving 
a laden animal?" Apparently, driving a laden animal and other labors 
performed by means of animals on Shabbat are not punishable by stoning, 
even though they are prohibited by Torah law. The Gemara rejects this 
second proof. No, this is not necessarily so. It is possible that the mishna 
is referring to the prohibition of Shabbat limits, and it is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, who holds that it is a Torah prohibition 
but that one is neither liable to bring a sin-offering for violating it unwit- 
tingly, nor is he liable to be executed by stoning for violating it intention- 
ally. And likewise, it may refer to the prohibition of kindling a fire on 
Shabbat in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, who holds that 
it is not punishable by stoning but by lashes, like other prohibitions. 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Perek XXIV 
Daf154 Amuda 


ABM TDD] VN PST ND PI 31 
Wy - awa awa Mona INK wT 
Topp an - Pma evn an 


sata nawa oy Sond xa) na 
amtby pan- nxon inw byi pane 
-AKUT inaaw by paren PX KT ae 

pp iin by yan p 


WORD II 2713 PI PX KP ADD N 
PD - meen inaw by pany 127 
by pom pew sat wn opo wit by 
bpp iait by pam - Aen inaw 

AAR- NA 


at ayy DT aa va 177 MNN KI 
xna KD bm 13°) 277 MIX 
om w ab mW INNI NWP 
2A cbr bast DVDS AM 

a on 3 


ATI PRR PYRY NI? AD ITT 
WON WATT pn 939 wx ws? pNP 
Dhan voa - nawa Anza 


Rav Zevid taught this as follows. Rami bar Hama said: With 
regard to one who drives his laden animal on Shabbat," if he does 
so unwittingly, he is liable to bring a sin-offering, and if he does 
so intentionally, he is liable to be executed by stoning. 


Rava raised an objection based on that which was taught in a 
baraita: One who desecrates Shabbat by performing a matter 
that for its unwitting performance one is liable to bring a sin- 
offering, then for its intentional performance one is liable to be 
executed by stoning. The Gemara explains: By inference, for a 
matter that for its unwitting performance one is not liable to 
bring a sin-offering, for its intentional performance one is not 
liable to be executed by stoning. This contradicts Rami bar 
Hama’s statement. 


The Gemara answers: Was it taught in the baraita: By inference, 
for a matter that for its unwitting performance one is not liable 
to bring a sin-offering, for its intentional performance one is not 
liable to be executed by stoning? The baraita can be understood 
differently, and this is what it is saying: With regard to a matter 
that for its unwitting performance one is liable to bring a sin- 
offering, for its intentional performance one is always liable to 
be executed by stoning. However, there is also a matter that for 
its unwitting performance one is not liable to bring a sin-offering, 
and nevertheless, for its intentional performance one is liable to 
be executed by stoning. And what is that case? It is the case of 
driving a laden animal. 


Rava, the brother of Rav Mari bar Rahel,’ cites a different opin- 
ion with regard to the halakha of driving a laden animal on Shab- 
bat, and some say that he was the father of Rav Mari bar Rahel 

and stated this halakha. As an aside, the Gemara comments: Ac- 
cording to the latter version above, that Rava was the father of 
Rav Mari bar Rahel, the fact that Rav needed to validate the status 

of Rav Mari bar Rahel" and only then appoint him as an official 

[pursei ]' of Babylonia is difficult. This incident teaches that Rav 
Mari bar Rahel’s father was not Jewish, and before he could be 

appointed his status required validation through the fact that his 

mother was Jewish. If Rav Mari bar Rahel’s father was a sage 

named Rava, why was it necessary to validate his status by means 

of his mother’s lineage? The Gemara answers: Perhaps there were 

two people named Mari bar Rahel. One was the son of a convert 

and a Jewish mother, and the other was the son of a Sage named 

Rava. 


In any event, that Sage taught his halakha in the name of Rabbi 
Yohanan to exempt one who drives a laden animal, as Rabbi 
Yohanan said: One who drives a laden animal on Shabbat is 
exempt from any punishment. 


PERSONALITIES 


Rav Mari bar Rahel -bma 1227: He is also called Rav Mari, son 
of Shmuel’s daughter, and was a Babylonian amora in the genera- 
tion of Rava. Rav Mari’s unusual appellation can be understood in 
the context of Shmuel’s family history. Snmuel’s daughters were 
abducted and two of them were brought to Eretz Yisrael, where 
one was taken by a gentile who later converted. He was known 
as Issur the convert and was a confidant of the prominent Jewish 
leaders of the generation in Babylonia. His son Rav Mari is attrib- 
uted genealogically to his mother, rather than to his father, since 
Issur converted after Rav Mari was conceived. Other Sages born 
to well-known mothers from prominent families were also known 


by their mothers’names, unrelated to problematic lineage. Since 
Rava is a combination of the title, Rav, and the name, Abba, Rav 
ari could not have been both the son of the Sage Rava and the 
son of Issur the convert. The version that identifies his father as 
Rava is referring to a different Rav Mari bar Rahel, who was known 
by the name of his mother for a different reason. 

Rav Mari the son of Shmuel’s daughter was apparently a 
wealthy merchant, in addition to being a prominent Sage wor- 
hy of being appointed as an official in Babylonia. Rav Mari had 
hree sons who were Sages: Rav Aha Sabba, Mar Zutra, and Rava 
bar Rav Mari. 


HALAKHA 


Working with one’s animal on Shabbat - 7Tiay 
nawa ima: It is prohibited to have an animal carry 
out a burden on Shabbat, as it is stated: "That your Ox 
and your donkey may rest” (Exodus 23:12). One who 
has his animal carry out a burden on Shabbat does not 
receive lashes, because it is a prohibition that stems 
from a positive commandment and he is only liable to 
receive lashes for violating a negative commandment. 
One who drives a laden animal on Shabbat is exempt, 
because he did not perform the prohibited labor him- 
self. However, it is still prohibited to do so (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 20:1). 


NOTES 
Rav needed to validate the status of Rav Mari — 
an ab MWK: The Sages interpreted the verse: 


“From among your brethren you shall set yourself a king” 


(Deuteronomy 17:15), to mean that only one born Jewish 
can be crowned king or appointed to any other position 
of authority. Even a convert, who is a full-fledged Jew 
and obligated in all of the mitzvot, cannot be appointed 
to those positions. Rav ruled that one born to a Jewish 
mother and a non-Jewish father can be appointed to 
positions of authority other than king. 


LANGUAGE 


Official [pursei] — "pya: From the Greek Epopos, 
eforos, meaning supervisor, official, or clerk. 
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NOTES 


A prohibition that was given as a warning of court-imposed 
capital punishment — pra na nis) pwd: In principle, 
one who violates a Torah prohibition after being forewarned by 
witnesses is flogged with forty lashes. However, there are certain 
categories of prohibitions for which one is not punished with 
ashes. One such type is called a prohibition that was given as a 
warning of court-imposed capital punishment. In other words, 
a prohibition whose punishment is explicitly articulated in the 
Torah as court-imposed capital punishment is excluded from the 
punishment of lashes. This is patently clear in a case where one is 
actually sentenced to death. Based on the principle that two pun- 
ishments are not imposed for one transgression, the one being 
punished receives the more severe punishment, i.e., execution. 
The same principle applies to a case where the death sentence 
cannot be administered for some reason, e.g., where there was 
no forewarning. Since this prohibition possesses an element of 
he death penalty, it is classified as a prohibition that was given 
as a warning of court-imposed capital punishment, and there is 
no possibility of punishment by lashes. 


Perek XXIV 
Daf154 Amud b 


HALAKHA 


If one’s animal was laden with glass vessels - inana amy 
m bp nyo: If one's animal is laden with glass vessels that 
are set-aside on Shabbat, e.g., a blood letter’s horns, it is permit- 
ed to place cushions and blankets beneath the animal and allow 
he bags containing the vessels to fall on their own. However, 
he may do so only in a case where the glass vessels are small, 
enabling him to remove the cushions and blankets, so that the 
preparedness of the cushions and the blankets is not negated 
by the set-aside objects. If there are large chunks of glass on the 
animal, one allows them to fall on the ground and break, because 
he Sages are not concerned about the minimal loss incurred 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 21:10; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 266:9). 


NOTES 

Horns of a blood letter — K328 11: According to most com- 
mentaries, this is referring to vessels already used for bloodletting 
that are therefore repulsive and not suitable for any use, not even 
to cover another vessel (Rashba). In that case, even Rabbi Shimon 
would agree that they are set-aside. Others explain that these ves- 
sels are set-aside due to monetary loss. Since they are designated 
for bloodletting, their owner treats them with extreme care and 
does not use them for any other purpose (Tosefot Rid). 
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The Gemara explains: For driving the animal unwittingly, he is 
not liable to bring a sin- offering because all of the prohibitions 
in the Torah were juxtaposed to the prohibition of idolatry, 
from which the principle is derived that one is liable only for 
actions that he himself performed. And for driving the animal 
intentionally, he is also not liable to be executed by stoning, as 
we learned in the mishna: One who desecrates Shabbat by 
performing a matter that for its unwitting performance one is 
liable to bring a sin-offering, and for its intentional perfor- 
mance one is liable to be executed by stoning. By inference, for 
a matter that for its unwitting performance one is not liable to 
bring a sin- offering, for its intentional performance one is not 
liable to be executed by stoning. 


And similarly, he is not even liable to be flogged for violating a 
Torah prohibition for which the punishment is lashes. Even 
though the Torah explicitly warns against performing labor on 
Shabbat, it is a prohibition that was fundamentally given, not 
as a standard prohibition punishable by lashes, but rather as a 
warning of court-imposed capital punishment, and for any 
prohibition that was given as a warning of court-imposed 
capital punishment," if the death penalty is not imposed for 
any reason, one is not flogged for its violation. 


And even according to the one who said that one is flogged 
for violating a prohibition that was given as a warning of court- 
imposed capital punishment, the halakha with regard to driving 
a laden animal can be derived by means of an inference from the 
language of the verse. Let the Torah write: “You shall not 
perform any manner of labor... and neither shall your animal.” 
Why do I need the superfluous word you in the phrase: You and 
your animal? Rather it is to teach that it is he himself who is 
liable for performing a prohibited labor on Shabbat; however, 
for a prohibited labor performed by his animal, he is not liable. 


We learned in the mishna: Once he reached the outer court- 
yard, he may untie the ropes that attach his bags to the donkey, 
and the bags of vessels that may not be moved on Shabbat fall 
on their own. Rav Huna said: If one’s animal was laden with 
glass vessels," which would break if he let them fall to the 
ground, he may bring cushions and blankets and place them 
beneath the animal and untie the ropes and let the bags fall 
onto the cushions. 


The Gemara asks: Why is it necessary to unload glass vessels in 
so complicated a manner? Didn’t we learn in the mishna: He 
takes the vessels that may be moved on Shabbat off the don- 
key? As glass vessels fall into that category, why not simply re- 
move the glass vessels and then untie the bags? 


The Gemara answers: When Rav Huna stated this halakha, he 
was referring to the horns of a blood letter,” which are not 
suitable for any other purpose and are therefore set-aside on 
Shabbat due to prohibition and repulsiveness. The Gemara asks: 
Isn't he thereby negating a vessel’s preparedness? Initially, the 
cushion was available for any use. Since it now has the set-aside 
vessels on it, the cushion, too, may no longer be moved. The 
Sages ruled that one may not place a vessel in a circumstance 
that will render it prohibited to move. The Gemara answers: 
This mishna is referring to small bundles of glass vessels that 
will not break if the cushions are subsequently removed from 
beneath them. 
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The Gemara raises an objection based on that which was taught 
in a baraita: If one’s animal was laden with untithed produce’ 
and chunks of glass [ashashiot]," one unties the ropes and the 
bags fall on their own, even though they break. Apparently, plac- 
ing cushions beneath the animal is prohibited. The Gemara an- 
swers: There, the baraita is not referring to vessels but rather to 
chunks [kulsa]! of glass that are designated to be broken so that 
they can be melted and crafted into vessels. The Gemara adds: The 
language of the baraita is also precise, as it teaches that chunks 
are similar to untithed produce: Just as untithed produce is not 
fit for his use, here too, the chunks are also not fit for his use. 


The Gemara explains: And what is the meaning of the phrase: 
Even though they break? If the mishna is indeed referring to 
chunks of glass, they are designated to be broken. Rather, lest you 
say that the Sages were also concerned about a minimal loss, as 
certainly some small slivers of glass will be lost when the chunks 
fall and break, the tanna in the baraita teaches us that the Sages 
did not consider minimal loss a reason significant enough to 
permit carrying the prohibited glass. 


It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai says: If 
one’s animal was loaded with a burden of untithed grain, he may 
place his head beneath the pile and move it" to a different side 
of the animal, and it falls by itself. The Sages prohibited moving 
set-aside objects in the typical manner, but there is no concern 
about doing so in an unusual manner. 


The Gemara relates: Rabban Gamliel’s donkey was laden with 
honey" and he did not want to unload the donkey until the 
conclusion of Shabbat. At the conclusion of Shabbat, the don- 
key died of fatigue. The Gemara asks: Didn’t we learn in the 
mishna: He takes the vessels that may be moved on Shabbat off 
the donkey? Why, then, did Rabban Gamliel not unload the hon- 
ey? The Gemara answers: This is a case where the honey had 
spoiled. The Gemara asks: For what use is spoiled honey suited? 
Why did Rabban Gamliel bring it? The Gemara answers: It can be 
used to rub on the wounds of camels. 


The Gemara asks: And let Rabban Gamliel untie the ropes and 
the bags will fall on their own. The Gemara answers: It was due 
to the concern that the jugs containing the honey would crack. 
The Gemara asks: And let him bring cushions and blankets and 
place them beneath the jugs. The Gemara answers: He was con- 
cerned lest they become soiled and he would thereby negate the 
vessel’s preparedness, i.e., the cushions and blankets would be 
rendered unusable. The Gemara asks: Isn’t there the matter of the 
suffering of a living creature?" He should suffer monetary loss 
rather than cause the animal to suffer. The Gemara answers: Rab- 
ban Gamliel holds that causing a living creature to suffer is pro- 
hibited not by Torah law but rather by rabbinic law. Therefore, he 
need not suffer monetary loss due to the rabbinic prohibition 
(Ramban). 


The Gemara relates: Abaye found Rabba sliding his son on the 
back of a donkey on Shabbat to entertain him. He said to him: 
The Master is making use of living creatures on Shabbat," and 
the Sages prohibited doing so. Rabba said to him: I placed my son 
on the side of the donkey, and as they are sides, the Sages did not 
issue a decree prohibiting making use of them. From where do 
you say that this is so? As we learned in the mishna: One may 
untie the ropes and the bags fall on their own. What, is it not 
referring to a case where one attached the bags by means of 
guvalaki,"” where the bags are strapped to the animal and the only 
way to loosen them involves leaning against the sides of animal in 
order to unstrap them? That is because it is a case of making use 
of the sides, and the Sages did not issue a decree prohibiting 
making use of an animal’s sides. 
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NOTES 


Untithed produce —Sav:The parallel between untithed 
produce and chunks of glass is clear. Just as untithed 
produce requires an additional step in order to render 
it usable, so too, the glass has no function in its present 
state and one must melt and blow it in order to render it 
usable (Ramban). 


Chunks of glass [ashashiot] - nvwwy: The Hebrew word 
ashashit has two meanings. One meaning is a translucent 
glass lantern. The other meaning is a large chunk of raw 
material, not necessarily glass. It was necessary for the 
Gemara to explain that in this context the reference is to 
the second meaning. 


He may place his head beneath the pile and move it - 
oom JANA wr maa: Even though moving set-aside 
items is prohibited in any manner, it is permitted in this 
case because it involves moving the items in an unusual 
manner, and failure to move them would cause suffering 
toa living creature (Rashba). 


Making use of living creatures on Shabbat - wiaw 
on bya: It is prohibited to make use of animals on 
Shabbat, even when it involves neither a Torah prohibition 
nor a violation of the mitzva to rest one’s animal. Due to 
a decree of the Sages, it is also prohibited to make use of 
trees on Shabbat, lest one break off a branch either for 
the benefit of tree itself or for use as an animal prod. The 
Sages disputed the scope of this decree. Does it extend 
to the sides of the tree or the animal, i.e., using the tree or 
animal in an unconventional way, or is it limited to using 
them in the conventional manner? 


LANGUAGE 


Chunks [kulsa] - xpa: The correct version of this word 
is bulsa (Arukh), from the Greek B@Aog, bolos, meaning a 
chunk, a clod of earth, or a metal bar. 


Guvalaki - ons: From the Iranian jawalak, meaning sack 
or knapsack. 


HALAKHA 
An animal laden with a heavy load - myyn mana 
123 Kw: One whose animal is laden with a heavy bur- 
den on Shabbat may unload it by shifting the items to 
the other side of the animal and allowing them to fall on 
their own. This ruling is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai, as the halakha with regard to 
the suffering of living creatures is not in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabban Gamliel (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 21:10; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 266:9). 


Suffering of a living creature - D» bya Yy: Itis prohib- 
ited by Torah law to cause a living creature to suffer. This 
is a factor that must be always taken into consideration 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 21:10; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 266:9). 


BACKGROUND 
One attached by means of guvalaki- moma yan: In this 
method, the bags are attached and it is impossible to 
remove the bags merely by untying the ropes. One must 
lean on the donkey in order to lift up the bags. 


Guvalaki method of attaching bags 


Up AT Tp- PEREK XXIV: 154B 
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BACKGROUND 
One who attached by means of agalavki - bars Jan: In this 
method, the bags are attached by means of a strap. Each bag 
can be removed individually by detaching it from its strap and 
it is not necessary to lean against the donkey. 


Agalavki method of attaching bags 


HALAKHA 

A sukka that is attached to a tree — twa mama TD: A 
sukka whose walls are made in trees is valid. However, if it is 
constructed so that the sukka could not stand were the tree 
not there, one may not enter it on the first day of the Sukkot 
festival due to the prohibition against making use of trees on a 
Festival. However, he may enter the sukka during the interme- 
diate days of the Festival, except on Shabbat (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shofar VeSukka VeLulav 4:6; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 628:3). 


NOTES 


Three walls built by a person and one on a tree - "2 ww 
tonsa DN) ON: The precise meaning of this case is subject 
to dispute. Some hold that it refers to roofing resting partially 
atop the tree (Rashi, Josafot, and others), and this was prohib- 
ited because it was common to place objects atop the roofing. 
Another opinion states that this is referring to a case where 
one elevated the walls of the sukka, and the floor of the sukka 
is resting partially on the tree and partially on the ground (Rashi 
in tractate Sukka; Tosefot Rid). 


LANGUAGE 
Branches [gavaza] — ski: From the early Iranian language 
Avestan, in which this word appears as gawaza and means a 
shepherd's staff. 
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Abaye answered: No, this is a case where one attached the bags 
by means of agalavki,’ i.e., where the bags were not tightly 
strapped to the animal, but rather attached by means ofa hook. 
In such a case, there is no need to make use of the sides of the 
animal in order to unhook the strap. Alternatively, the bags 
were tied to the sides of the animal with a rope, which could 
likewise be untied with ease and without leaning against the 
animal. 


Abaye raised an objection to Rabba’s opinion based on that 
which was taught in a mishna: A sukka that had two of its walls 
on the ground, built by a person, and one wall on a tree" is 
valid and can be used to fulfill the mitzva of sukka. However, 
one may not enter it on the festival day of Sukkot because it is 
prohibited to use trees rooted in the ground on Shabbat or a 
Festival. What, is this not referring to a case where one carved 
a hole in the tree and inserted a beam into the hole for support, 
in which case these are sides of the tree that are being used, and 
apparently, using the sides of the tree is prohibited? 


Rabba rejected this: No, it is referring to a case where one bent 
the tree over and placed the roofing atop it, as in that case, he 
is making use of the tree itself and not its sides. Abaye asked: 
If so, say the latter clause of the mishna: If there are three walls 
built by a person and one on a tree," it is a valid sukka and one 
may enter it on a Festival. And if one bent a tree and placed 
the roofing atop it, why may one enter it on a Festival? 


Rabba rejected this question: Rather, what would you say? 
Making use of sides is prohibited. If so, the same problem still 
exists, why is the sukka fit for use in the latter case? Ultimately, 
why may one enter it on a Festival? Rather, there it is referring 
to a case where the branches [gavaza]! are spread out and 
where one made the tree itself into a wall, not where he leaned 
a wall against it. The language of the mishna is also precise. The 
wall may not be used if it is an integral part of the sukka, mean- 
ing that it is one of the three required walls. However, ifit serves 
as a fourth wall, one may use the sukka on a Festival as it is 
taught that this is the principle: In any case where if the tree 
was taken the sukka would still be able to stand, one may enter 
it on a Festival. Then it is clear that the walls are not leaning 
against the tree; rather, the tree itself serves as a wall. The 
Gemara says in summary: Learn from here that this is so. 


The Gemara suggests: Let us say that these amora’im disagree 
in a dispute parallel to a dispute between tanna’im with regard 
to making use of the sides of a tree, as it was taught in the Tosefta: 
One may not enter a sukka whose walls are leaning against a 
tree ona Festival. Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar says in the name 
of Rabbi Meir: One may enter it on a Festival. What, is it not 
that they are disagreeing about this issue, as this Master, 
meaning the Rabbis, holds that making use of the sides is 
prohibited, and this Master, Rabbi Meir, holds that they are 
permitted? 


Abaye said: No. Everyone agrees that the sides are prohibited, 
and it is with regard to the sides of the sides, i.e., not a wall 
leaning against the tree itself, but a wall that is supported by a 
beam that is placed in the hole carved in the tree, that they 
disagree. This Master, meaning the Rabbis, holds that the 
sides of the sides are prohibited, and this Master, Rabbi Meir, 
holds that the sides of the sides are permitted. 


Rava said: The one who prohibited making use of the sides 
also prohibited making use of the sides of the sides, and the 
one who permitted making use of the sides also permitted 
making use of the sides of the sides. Rav Mesharshiyya raised 
an objection to the opinion of Rava: If one drove 
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a stake in a tree and hung a four-by-four handbreadth basket from 
it into which he placed the food for his joining of the Shabbat 
boundaries, if the basket was above ten handbreadths from the 
ground, his eiruv is not a valid eiruv. It is prohibited for him to take 
the bread from the basket on Shabbat, because the basket’s area 
and height render it a private domain, and he is standing in a dif- 
ferent domain. If the basket was below ten handbreadths from the 
ground, his eiruv is a valid eiruv." 


The Gemara examines this statement: The reason for this distinc- 
tion between above and below ten handbreadths is specifically 
because he drove a stake into a tree and hung the basket from it. 
However, ifhe did not drive a stake into a tree, but tied the basket 
to the tree itself, even if it was below ten handbreadths from the 
ground his eiruv is not a valid eiruv. If he were to take the bread 
from the basket he would be making use of the sides of the tree, 
which is prohibited on Shabbat. And isn’t it the case that this is 
the tanna who prohibits using the sides of the tree, and neverthe- 
less, he permits using the sides of the sides," contrary to Rava’s 
opinion? 


Rav Pappa said: Here, we are dealing with a narrow-mouthed 
basket that is tightly tied to the tree. Since it is difficult to remove 
anything from it, when he takes the bread for the eiruv he moves 
the tree, and he is thereby using the sides of the tree itself and not 
the sides of the sides of the tree. The Gemara concludes: And the 
halakha is that use of the sides of a tree or an animal is prohibited 
on Shabbat, but use of the sides of the sides is permitted." 


Rav Ashi said: Now that you said that the halakha is that use of 
the sides is prohibited, with regard to this ladder that one climbs 
to an elevated area, a person may not lean it against the palm tree 
itself because it is considered use of the sides of the tree on Shab- 
bat. Rather, he should lean it on stakes that are external to the 
trunk of the palm tree. And when one climbs the ladder, he 
should not place his foot on the stakes. Rather, he should place 
it on the rungs of the ladder because it is prohibited to use the sides 
of the tree. 


MISHN A 27e 22 untic peki'in of grain before an 


animal on Shabbat, and one may spread 
the kifin" but not the zirin. These terms will be explained in the 
Gemara. One may not crush hay or carobs" before an animal on 
Shabbat in order to facilitate its eating. He may do so neither for a 
small animal [daka] nor for a large one. Rabbi Yehuda permits 
to do so with carobs for a small animal, because it can swallow the 
hard carobs only with difficulty. 


G E M ARA Rav Huna said: They are called peki’in and 

they are also called kifin. The difference 
between them is that peki’in are tied with two knots, whereas kifin 
are tied with three." Zirin, which may not be moved on Shabbat, 
are bundles of cedar branches" eaten by animals when the branch- 
es are small and moist. And this is what the mishna is saying: One 
may untie peki’in of grain before an animal and spread them, and 
the same is true for kifin, but not for zirin, which one may neither 
spread nor untie. Rav Hisda said: What is the reason for the 
opinion of Rav Huna? He holds that with regard to exerting one- 
self with food on Shabbat, one may exert himself; however, with 
regard to rendering food edible, one may not render it so. Bundles 
of crops which are fit for animal consumption in their present state 
may be further prepared on Shabbat. Cedar branches cannot be 
eaten when bound together; therefore, one may not exert himself 
to untie them and render them edible on Shabbat. 


NOTES 

His eiruvis a valid eiruv - 30y iY: This is referring to a 
joining of Shabbat boundaries. When one wants to travel 
beyond the Shabbat limits, he must designate a place for 
himself near the boundary and place some food there. He 
thereby establishes his Shabbat resting place there, allow- 
ing him to extend his Shabbat limit by an additional two 
thousand cubits beyond that point. In order to establish a 
proper eiruv it must already be present at dusk on Friday. 
Although one is not required to eat the food, it must be 
accessible for him to eat it at that time. Therefore, an eiruv 
placed somewhere inaccessible on Shabbat is not a valid 
eiruv. 


And the halakha is that use of the sides is prohibited, but 
use of the sides of the sides is permitted — pt1¥ Earra] 
PUN PTY "IY PDN: Some commentaries explain that 
the fact that it is necessary to establish the halakha both 
for sides and for sides of sides indicates that the Gemara 
accepts the basis of Rava's assertion that there is a con- 
nection between the two disputes. Even so, the Gemara 
concludes that the halakha is in accordance with the third 
opinion, which states that use of sides is prohibited and use 
of sides of sides is permitted (Adderet Eliyahu; see Tosafot). 


Two...three - xon.. un: Some explain instead that two is 
referring to two bundles tied together as one, and three is 
referring to three tied together (Rabbeinu Hananel). 


Cedar branches - %1: The geonim explain that this term 
can also refer to bundles of straw and the like, and specifi- 
cally to stalks or branches that are rigid like wood. 


HALAKHA 

Sides.. .sides of the sides — pT1¥ °9¥...)/T7¥: It is prohib- 
ited to make use of the sides of an animal on Shabbat; 
therefore, one may neither ride an animal nor hang on the 
sides of an animal. However, making use of the sides of the 
sides, i.e., using something resting on the side of an animal, 
is permitted (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 21:9; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 305:18). 


One may untie peki‘in of grain before an animal... .kifin - 
pd)... 237 may pa pP: One may untie bundles 
of grain on Shabbat but may not spread them out for an 
animal. The principle is: One may render edible something 
that is not edible; however, he may not exert himself to 
further prepare food that is already edible. Others say that 
the Sages permitted untying a bundle of straw only when 
it is tied with a temporary knot (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shabbat 21:18; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 324:4 
and in the comment of the Rema). 


Crushing hay and carobs - parm nnw pip: One may 
not crush hay or carobs for either large or small animals on 
Shabbat, because they are already soft and edible. However, 
it is permitted to crush hard carobs (Mishna Berura; Ram- 
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 21:18; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 324:8). 


Mp tapi: PEREK XXIV-155A 415 


416 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


PEREK XXIV : 155A ° mp1 T3 pa 


T PRS I vas apm a 
KION = pP -= pops pyr 
PYAR WNP DT SINT - parr 
bax moma 239 VAY ops 
10) /DIBDD - p3) xb piapa 
[x]oaps) pori bax Poson 
KAYVONI KII TN Dn Kby 
- shone my app - A 377 

PIPNI- KPRI TID Pw 


DIS) OWT NY PPETI PRT: 
APII pI ma nob pany 
a nw KINI PIT — wh xa 
PDIT — PANN AS PDD - NW 
PAIN ABN PIW ND NIN 

IKIT 377 


KDT now x reat a1 7b y 
AS MIP T — PANT TA PAI 
- ay DDIW DT wipet- nw 

nywa 


PANN VA TAT IL pow XA 
os xb- ny PX- net apt 
Mp 3p KAP NIN sah AYN 
WT wa sw pry N9 xboina 
ong apa panna ANAT NPT 
NMA ATO YN Kby KIT born ww 
mwa xb xbox IW ID KAP 
aA a7 MwA bawa nwa 
inp wba meth panna yt 


xD PWAN APT "APT NAG A 
- apt AD yp one Awa - PT 
A7DNA KPT 


PR APT pa” kW) ANI XT 
ABT APY apoa- "TA 
Ie as? Pe 


PIADA yaw XA 


Rav Yehuda understood the mishna differently and said: They are called 

peki’in and they are also called zirin. The difference between them is 

that peki’in are tied with two knots, whereas zirin are tied with three. 
Kifin are bundles of cedar branches. And this is what the mishna is say- 
ing: One may untie peki’in of grain before an animal; however, with 

regard to spreading them, no, he may not spread them. And with regard 

to kifin, one may also spread them. However, that is not the case with 

regard to zirin, as it is prohibited to spread them, and it is only permitted 

to untie them. Rava said: What is the reason for Rav Yehuda’s opinion? 

He holds the opposite of Rav Huna’s opinion. He holds that with regard 

to rendering food edible, one may render it so; however, with regard to 

exerting oneself on Shabbat with food that is already in an edible state, 
one may not exert himself. 


We learned in the mishna: One may not crush hay or carobs before an 
animal on Shabbat in order to facilitate its eating. He may do so neither 
for a small animal nor for a large one. Is this not referring to carobs that 
are similar to hay? Just as it is referring to hay that is soft, so too, it is 
referring to carobs that are soft. Apparently, we do not exert ourselves 
with food. Since the carobs are suitable for animal consumption without 
being crushed, it is prohibited to exert oneself and crush them. And this 
is a conclusive refutation of the opinion of Rav Huna. 


The Gemara answers that Rav Huna could have said to you: No, the 
mishna is referring to hay that is similar to carobs. Just as it is referring 
to carobs that are hard, so too, it is referring to hay that is hard and 
crushing it renders it edible. The Gemara asks: Howis it possible to find 
hay that is so hard that an animal cannot eat it? The Gemara answers: It 
is referring to young donkeys, that can only eat hay that is crushed well. 


Come and hear a proof from that which we learned in the continuation 
of the mishna: Rabbi Yehuda permits crushing carobs for a small ani- 
mal. The Gemara infers: For a small animal, yes, it is permitted; for a 
large one, no, it is not permitted. Granted, if you say that the first tanna 
holds: One may not exert himself with food on Shabbat, but with regard 
to rendering food edible, one may render food edible, that explains that 
which Rabbi Yehuda said in response: Feeding carobs to a small animal 
is also a case of rendering food edible because the animal cannot eat 
hard carobs. However, if you say that the first tanna holds that with 
regard to rendering food edible, one may not render food edible on 
Shabbat, but with regard to exerting oneself with food, one may exert 
himself, then Rabbi Yehuda, who permits crushing carobs for a small 
animal, all the more so he should permit crushing carobs for a large one. 
If carobs are suitable for consumption by a small animal, all the more so 
are they suitable for consumption by a large animal. 


The Gemara rejects this: Do you hold that the small animal [daka] 
mentioned here is referring to an actual small animal? No; rather, what 
is the meaning of daka here? It is referring to a large animal. And what 
is the reason that the mishna calls it daka? Because it is particular 
[dayka] about its food." Since this animal can eat uncrushed carobs 
when there is no alternative, one may exert himself and crush them for it. 


The Gemara asks: From the fact that it is taught in the first clause of the 
mishna: Neither for a small animal nor for a large animal, it can be in- 
ferred that when Rabbi Yehuda said daka, he meant an actual small 
animal. The Gemara was unable to answer to find an answer to this ques- 
tion and it remains difficult. Nonetheless, Rav Huna’s opinion was not 
refuted. 


Therefore, come and hear a proof from that which we learned in another 
mishna: One may chop 


NOTES 


An animal that is particular about its food - Khaa XPT: 
Some explain that this means the animal chews its food well 
with its teeth and eats both hard and soft foods. In that case, the 


Gemara would permit preparing the food, because it involves 
exerting oneself with food rather than rendering food edible 
(Ramban). 
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pumpkins before an animal" and an animal carcass before 
dogs." Is this not referring to pumpkins that are similar to an 
animal carcass? Just as an animal carcass is soft, so too, the 
pumpkins referred to here are soft. Apparently, one may exert 
himself with food, and this is a conclusive refutation of the 
opinion of Rav Yehuda. The Gemara answers that Rav Yehuda 
could have said to you: No, the mishna is referring to an animal 
carcass that is similar to pumpkins. Just as the reference is to 
pumpkins that are hard, so too, the reference is to an animal 
carcass that is hard, and chopping it renders it edible. The Ge- 
mara asks: And how is it possible to find an animal carcass that 
is so hard that another animal cannot eat it? The Gemara answers: 
The mishna is referring to elephant flesh. Alternatively, it can be 
explained that the mishna is referring to more common animal 
meat placed before puppies that can eat only chopped meat. 


Come and hear a proof from that which Rav Hanan of Neharde’a 
taught: One may crumble straw and alfalfa on Shabbat and mix 
the two together, and the animal then eats the straw because it is 
mixed with the alfalfa. Apparently, one may exert himself with 
food on Shabbat. The Gemara rejects this proof: No, the straw 
mentioned here is rotten straw that requires special preparation 
to render it suitable for animal consumption, and alfalfa is taught 
with regard to young donkeys who can only eat it in small pieces. 


MI S HN A One may not forcibly overfeed a camel 


on Shabbat" and one may not force-feed 
it, even if in doing so he does not overfeed the camel. However, 
one may place food into its mouth. And the mishna makes a 
distinction, which will be explained in the Gemara, between two 
manners of placing food in the mouths of cattle. One may not 
place food in the mouths of calves on Shabbat in the manner of 
hamra‘a, but one may do so in the manner of halata. And one 
may force-feed chickens. And one may add water to bran used 
as animal feed, but one may not knead the mixture. And one may 
not place water before bees or before doves in a dove-cote, 
because they are capable of finding their own food; however, one 
may place water before geese and chickens and before hardisian 
[hardeisiyyot]' doves. 


GEMARA We learned in the mishna that one may 


not forcibly overfeed a camel on Shabbat. 
The Gemara asks: What is meaning of: One may not forcibly 
overfeed? Rav Yehuda said: One may not feed a camel to the 
point that it creates a trough inside of its stomach. The Gemara 
asks: Is there the possibility of feeding a camel in that manner? 
The Gemara answers: Yes; and as Rav Yirmeya of Difti said: I 
saw an Arab who fed his camel a kor of food and loaded it with 
another kor on its back. 


HALAKHA 


Pumpkins before an animal - manan nah paban ng:On Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 21:18; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 


Shabbat, one may cut hard pumpkins for an animal, provided 
that the pumpkins were picked before Shabbat (Magen Avra- 
ham; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 21:18; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 324:6). 


An animal carcass before dogs — wyn pb Byen nyy: On 
Shabbat it is permitted to cut an animal carcass for dogs, even 
if the animal died on Shabbat itself, provided the carcass is 
too hard for the dogs to chew. However, if the dogs could eat 
it uncut, one may not exert himself and cut it (Rambam Sefer 


32477). 


One may not forcibly overfeed...on Shabbat — poaix jr 
nawa: One may not forcibly overfeed an animal on Shabbat, 
nor may one cram food into a place in its throat where the 
animal cannot expel it. However, it is permitted to place food 
into a place in the animal's mouth where the animal can expel 
it (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 21:35; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 324:9). 


LANGUAGE 

Hardisian [hardeisiyyot] doves — niyy 21%: There are 
two distinct versions of the word hardeisiyyot explained 
in the Talmud. One is herodesiyyot, named for King Herod, 
who introduced this species of dove to Israel and raised 
them. The other is rodosiyyot, named for the doves’ place 
of origin, the island of Rhodes in the Mediterranean Sea. 
Hardisian doves were domesticated and their owners were 
responsible for their sustenance, unlike earlier species of 
doves whose owners would merely provide them with a 
dove-cote and extra food. 
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HALAKHA 


Placing sustenance before animals on Shabbat - n373 
nawa on hya} niina: One may not place water or 
food before animals capable of finding their own food 
on Shabbat, but one may do so before animals for which 
the responsibility for their sustenance is incumbent upon 
people (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 21:36; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 324:1). 


—— NOTES 
Feeding a dog - 23 mbar: Apparently, although the 
Gemara is referring here to a dog that one does not own, 
nevertheless, he is permitted to feed it. Some explain this 
based on the verse concerning the halakhot of an animal 
with a condition that will cause it to die within twelve 
months [tere/fa]: You shall cast it to a dog” (Exodus 22:30). 
These commentaries teach that the dogs were rewarded 
for their behavior during the Exodus: “Against any of the 
children of Israel shall not a dog whet his tongue,’ (Exodus 
11:7; Meiri). 


Feeding a pig - "7 basa: Although it is prohibited to 
feed an animal on Shabbat if one is not responsible for 
its sustenance, it is permitted to give a gentile food in 
one’s courtyard despite the fact that responsibility for his 
sustenance is not incumbent upon a Jew. The Sages draw 
a distinction between the cases. A Jew is required to treat 
gentiles well in order to encourage good relations, much 
as he gives charity to both gentiles and Jews. Furthermore, 
since people are considered more important than other 
beings, the Sages permit giving food to a gentile on Shab- 
bat in order to preserve human dignity (Meiri). 
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We learned in the mishna: One may not place food in the mouths 
of calves on Shabbat in the manner of hamra‘a, but one may do 
so in the manner of halata. The Gemara asks: Which is hamra‘a 
and which is halata? Rav Yehuda said: Hamra‘a is positioning 
food into a place in the animal’s throat from which it cannot 
return and expel the food. Halata is positioning food into a place 
in the animal’s mouth from which it can return and expel the 
food. Rav Hisda said: Both this and that refer to positioning food 
into a place from which the animal cannot return and expel the 
food; however, the difference between them is that in hamra’a 
the food is placed with a vessel, whereas in halata the food is 
placed by hand. 


Rav Yosef raised an objection from that which was taught in the 

Tosefta: One may force-feed [mehalketin] chickens, and need- 
less to say, one may malkitin. And one may not malkitin doves 

in a dove-cote or doves in an attic, and needless to say, one may 
not force-feed. The Gemara asks: What is mehalketin and what 
is malkitin? If you say that mehalketin means that one feeds the 

bird by hand and malkitin means that one throws the food be- 
fore them, by inference, throwing food before doves in a dove- 
cote or before doves in an attic is also not permitted. But why 
would that be prohibited? 


Rather, is it not that mehalketin means positioning food into a 
place from which the bird cannot return and expel the food, and 
malkitin means positioning food into a place from which it can 
return and expel the food? Therefore, mehalketin in the case of 
birds is similar to halata into a camel’s mouth, which the mishna 
permitted. By inference, the hamra‘a prohibited in the mishna is 
performed with a vessel, and this poses a conclusive refutation 
to the opinion of Rav Yehuda. 


Rav Yehuda could have said to you: Actually, mehalketin means 
that one feeds the bird by hand, and malkitin mean that one 
throws the food before them. And that which was difficult for 
you: Is throwing food before doves in a dove-cote or doves in 
an attic also not permitted on Shabbat? This is not difficult be- 
cause with regard to these chickens and geese that were men- 
tioned, sole responsibility for their sustenance is incumbent 
upon youas they are incapable of providing for themselves. How- 
ever, in the case of these doves, responsibility for their suste- 
nance is not incumbent upon you, and therefore, it is prohibited 
to place food before them," as it was taught in a baraita: One may 
place sustenance before a dog" on Shabbat, but one may not 
place sustenance before a pig." And what is the difference be- 
tween this and that? In this case of the dog, responsibility for its 
sustenance is incumbent upon you, and in that case of the pig, 
responsibility for its sustenance is not incumbent upon you, as 
no Jew raises pigs. 


Rav Ashi said: The language of the mishna is also precise in 
support of this explanation, as we learn: And one may not place 
water before bees or before doves in a dove-cote because they 
are capable of finding their own food; however, one may place 
water before geese and chickens and before hardisian doves. 
Whatis the reason for this distinction? Is it not because for these, 
geese and chickens, responsibility for their sustenance is incum- 
bent upon you, and for those, bees and doves, responsibility for 
their sustenance is not incumbent upon you? 


The Gemara rejects this proof: And according to your reasoning, 
why did the mishna cite a case specifically involving water? Even 

wheat and barley should also not be permitted. Rather, the rea- 
son for the distinction between the halakhot is that water is dif- 
ferent because it is found in a lake or in other reservoirs, and 

therefore one need not exert himself to provide water for bees and 

doves. That is not the case with the rest of their food. 
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Returning to the discussion of feeding dogs, the Gemara cites 
additional statements on the topic. Rabbi Yona taught at the 
entrance to the house of the Nasi: What is the meaning of that 
which is written: “The righteous man takes knowledge of the 
cause of the poor” (Proverbs 29:7)?" The Holy One, Blessed be 
He, knows that for a dog, its sustenance is scarce and they are 
not fed sufficiently. Therefore, its food remains in its intestines 
for three days so that the dog will be sustained by that food, as 
we learned in a mishna dealing with the halakhot of ritual impu- 
rity: After an animal eats flesh from a corpse, how long does its 
food remain in its intestines undigested and therefore ritually 
impure?" In the case of a dog it is for three twenty-four hour 
periods, and for fowl and fish, who digest their food quickly, it 
is the equivalent of the time it takes for the flesh to fall into the 
fire and be consumed by the fire. 


Rav Hamnuna said: Learn from it: It is the way of the world, i.e., 
proper conduct, to throw a piece of meat before a dog, as even 
the Holy One, Blessed be He, concerns Himself with the dog’s 
sustenance. The Gemara asks: And how much food should one 
give to a dog? Rav Mari said: Give it the equivalent of the mea- 
sure of its ear and strike it immediately thereafter with a staff so 
that the dog will not grow attached to the one who fed it. This 
applies specifically when one is in the field, but in the city, one 
should not give anything to a dog because the dog will be drawn 
to follow him and remain with him. Rav Pappa said: There is no 
creature poorer than a dog, and no creature richer than a pig, as 
pigs will eat anything, and people provide them with plentiful 
amounts of food. 


With regard to the halakhic ruling, a baraita was taught in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rav Yehuda: What is hamra‘a and 
what is halata?" Hamra‘a is when a person forcibly lays the ani- 
mal on the ground and forces its mouth open and feeds it vetch 
and water simultaneously so that the animal will be unable to 
expel it. Halata is when one feeds the animal while it is standing 
and gives it to drink while it is standing, i.e., gives it food and 
drink in the usual manner, and one gives it vetch separately and 
water separately, to augment what the animal eats on its own. 


We learned in the mishna: And one may force-feed chickens, and 
one may add water to bran, but one may not knead the mixture. 
Abaye said: I said this before my Master, Rabba: Whose opinion 
is itin the mishna? And he said to me: It is the opinion of Rabbi 
Yosei bar Yehuda, as it was taught in a baraita: If one person 
places flour and another one places water into it, the latter is 
liable to bring a sin-offering for performing the prohibited labor 
of kneading. This is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. Rab- 
bi Yosei bar Yehuda says: One is only liable when he actually 
kneads the flour and water together. He is not liable for merely 
adding water to the flour. This is similar to the ruling of the mish- 
na that one may pour water into the bran but may not knead the 
mixture. 


The Gemara rejects this: Perhaps Rabbi Yosei bar Yehuda only 
stated that actual kneading is required to be liable for performing 
the prohibited labor of kneading in the case of flour, which can 
be kneaded; however, in the case of bran, which cannot be 
kneaded into a dough, even Rabbi Yosei bar Yehuda would 
concede that it is prohibited, even if one does not actually knead 
the mixture. The Gemara rejects this statement: It should not 
enter your mind to explain it that way, as it was taught explicitly 
in a baraita: One may not place water into bran on Shabbat; this 
is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. Rabbi Yosei bar Ye- 
huda says: One may place water into bran." 


The Sages taught: On Shabbat, one may not knead sweet flour 
made from unripe grain that was dried in an oven, and some say: 
One may knead it. The Gemara asks: Whose is the opinion in- 
troduced as: And some say?" Rav Hisda said: 


rom the publisher 


NOTES 
The righteous man takes knowledge of the cause of the 
poor — ot Pt pty yt: The simple understanding of 
this verse refers to the ideal manner in which a righteous 
person should treat the poor. Rabbi Yona taught that it 
refers to the Holy One, Blessed be He, Who sees to the 
needs of all living creatures (Maharsha). 


Whose is the opinion introduced as: And some say — 
DİN w N1: Although the Gemara states that opinions 
introduced as: And some say, are attributed to Rabbi Na- 
tan, the Sages were aware that there are exceptions. There 
are even some disputes where Rabbi Natan disagrees with 
the opinion of: And some say (Tosafot). 


HALAKHA 


A ritually impure object that was eaten - Xap 137 
baw: Flesh of a corpse eaten by an animal does not 
transmit ritual impurity while still in the animal's stomach. 
If the animal died and the flesh remained in its stomach 
for three full days in the case of a dog, or for one full day in 
the case of other animals, the flesh is considered to have 
been digested and is ritually pure, in accordance with the 
ruling of Rabbi Yehuda ben Beteira in a mishna in tractate 
Oholot (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 20:4). 


Hamra‘a and halata - moyhm Va: On Shabbat, one 
may not force an animal to the ground and forcibly feed 
it water and vetch simultaneously. However, if an animal 
is standing, one may feed it water and vetch separately 
as per the Josefta (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shab- 
bat 21:35). 


Placing water into bran - pad D2 NVN: One may not 
knead bran and water together for animals on Shabbat, 
but it is permitted to pour water into the bran and to pass 
a spoon through it, or pour it from one vessel into another 
so that they will mix together. That is the ruling of most 
halakhic authorities, because the unattributed mishna is 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei bar Yehuda 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 21:34; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 324:3). However, others prohibit even 
pouring water into the bran, in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi (Sefer Mitzvot Gadol: Tosafot). 
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NOTES 


Shatit — myg: Shatitis a dish made with flour and honey. 


The flour is prepared from roasted barley dried in an oven 
while the sheaves are still moist (Rashi). 


Emptying - pe: Some explain that this means unload- 


ing a burden from an animal on Shabbat. Others explain 
that this refers to unpacking bundles of a crop (Arukh). 


HALAKHA 
Mixing shatit on Shabbat - nawa mnw Sys: One may 
not stir a large amount of flour made from roasted barley 
into liquid all at once. It is permitted to mix flour made 
from unripe roasted wheat with vinegar, provided the 


mixture is watery. However, this is prohibited if the mix- 


ture is thick, because it looks like kneading. On Shabbat 
one alters the manner in which he prepares the shatit by 
adding the vinegar to the flour instead of the weekday 
method of adding the flour to the vinegar (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 21:33; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 32114 and see the Mishna Berura). 
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It is the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda. And this 
leniency applies only in a case where one alters the way that he 
kneads. The Gemara asks: How does one alter the manner in 
which he kneads? Rav Hisda said: One does not knead the dough 
all at once but rather a little bit at a time. It was also taught: And 
they agree that one may mix the shatit," roasted barley to which 
honey is added, on Shabbat," and drink Egyptian beer, as it is not 
considered to be for medicinal purposes. 


The Gemara asks: Didn’t you say: One may not knead? That 
contradicts the statement that they agree that it is permitted to stir 
the shatit. The Gemara answers: This is not difficult, as there is a 
distinction between the cases. This dispute with regard to shatit is 
referring to mixing a thick mixture, which is similar to kneading. 
However, that statement where they agree that mixing is permitted 
is referring to a soft, thin mixture that cannot be kneaded. And all 
of these statements are referring to a case where one alters the way 
he kneads or stirs. 


The Gemara asks: How does one alter the manner in which he 
performs these actions? Rav Yosef said: On a weekday one first 
places the vinegar in a vessel and then places the shatit. On Shab- 
bat one first places the shatit and then places the vinegar. The 
Gemara relates that Levi, son of Rav Huna bar Hiyya, found the 
one who kneads in his parents’ home kneading bran on Shabbat 
and feeding it to his ox. He kicked him so that he would stop. 
When his father came and found him, he said to him: This is what 
your mother’s father said in the name of Rav. The Gemara inter- 
jects: And who is his mother’s father? It is Rabbi Yirmeya bar 
Abba, who said: One may knead but not feed animals, and a calf 
that does not take the food with its tongue may be fed on Shabbat. 
And this applies only when one alters the manner in which he 
does so. 


The Gemara asks: How does one alter the manner in which he 
does so? Rav Yeimar bar Shelamya said in the name of Abaye: 
One moves the ladle or stirring utensil in the directions of warp 
and woof. The Gemara asks: Isn’t it the case that it will not mix 
well, so what is the point of stirring it that way? Rav Yehuda said: 
It means that one pours it into another vessel and in the process 
it is mixed. 


It was written in Ze’eiri’s notebook: I said before my rabbi, and 
the Gemara asks: And who is his rabbi? It is Rabbi Hiyya. And 
Ze'eiri said before him: What is the ruling? Is it permitted to knead 
on Shabbat? He said: It is prohibited. What is the ruling with 
regard to emptying" food from a vessel before one animal to place 
it before another animal? He said: It is permitted. Rav Menashya 
said: Placing one trough before one animal or two troughs before 
two animals, one may well do so. Placing three troughs before two 
animals is prohibited, because it is considered to be superfluous 
labor as he is bringing the animals more food than they need. Rav 
Yosef said: It is permitted to add a kav of additional food or even 
two kav. Ulla said: One may add a kor or even two kor and there 
is no need for concern. 


It was written in Levi’s notebook: I said before my rabbi, and 
the Gemara asks: And who is his rabbi? It is our holy Rabbi, Rab- 
bi Yehuda HaNasi. Levi spoke about the fact that people would 
knead shatit in Babylonia, and my rabbi, and who is it, our holy 
Rabbi, cried in protest over the fact that people would knead 
shatit. And there was no one who listened to him, and he did not 
have the power to prohibit it due to the people’s reliance on the 
opinion of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, who permitted 
doing so. 
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After citing relevant halakhot written in the notebooks of various 

Sages, the Gemara relates that it was written in Rabbi Yehosh- 
ua ben Levi’s notebook: One who was born on the first day of 
the week, Sunday, will be a person and there will not be one 

in him. 


The Gemara asks: What is the meaning of the phrase: There will 
not be one in him? If you say that there is not one quality for 
the best, that cannot be, as Rav Ashi said: I was born on the 
first day of the week, and one cannot say that there was nothing 
good about him. Rather, it must mean that there is not one 
quality for the worst. Didn’t Rav Ashi say: I and Dimi bar 
Kakuzta were both born on the first day of the week. I became 
aking, the head ofa yeshiva, and he became the head ofa gang 
of thieves, clearly a negative quality. Rather, one born on a 
Sunday is either completely for the best or completely for the 
worst. What is the reason for this? It is because both light and 
darkness were created on the first day of Creation." 


One who was born on the second day of the week, Monday, 
will be a short-tempered person. What is the reason for 
this? It is because on that day, the second day of Creation, 
the upper and lower waters were divided. Therefore, it is a 
day of contentiousness. 

One who was born on the third day of the week will bea rich 
man anda promiscuous person. What is the reason for this? 
It is because on that day, the third day, vegetation was cre- 
ated. It grows abundantly but is also mixed together without 
boundaries between the grass and the plants. 

One who was born on the fourth day of the week will be a 
wise and enlightened person. What is the reason for this? 
It is because the heavenly lights were hung in the heavens 
on that day, and wisdom is likened to light. 


One who was born on the fifth day of the week will be a person 
who performs acts of kindness. What is the reason for this? 
It is because on that day the fish and fowl were created, and 
they do not receive their sustenance by performing work for 
people. They are sustained by the kindness of God alone. 

One who was born on the sixth day of the week will be a 
seeker. Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said that this means that 
he will be one who seeks out mitzvot, as most of the activity 
on Friday involves preparation for Shabbat. 

One who was born on Shabbat will die on Shabbat, because 
they desecrated the great day of Shabbat on his behalf. Rava 
bar Rav Sheila said: And he will be called a person of great 
sanctity because he was born on the sacred day of Shabbat. 


NOTES 


Because both light and darkness were created on the first day of 
Creation — Jwiny vit Fa 1x: Those whose version of the Gemara 
includes this phrase explain: Just as light and darkness were created 


on the first day of Creation and separated from each another, so too, 
those born on the first day of the week will be either completely good, 
like light, or completely wicked, like darkness (Hokhmat Manoah). 
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he sun, Venus, Mercury, the moon, Saturn, Jupiter, and Mars 
e below for their influence beginning with the first hour of 
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Leiva’i, Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi: It is not the constellation of the day of 
the week that determines a person’s nature; rather, it is the constellation 
of the hour’ that determines his nature.” 

One who was born under the influence of the sun will be a radiant person; 
he will eat from his own resources and drink from his own resources, and 
his secrets will be exposed. Ifhe steals he will not succeed, because he will 
be like the sun that shines and is revealed to all. 

One who was born under the influence of Venus will be a rich and promis- 
cuous person. What is the reason for this? Because fire was born during 
the hour of Venus, he will be subject the fire of the evil inclination, which 
burns perpetually. 

One who was born under the influence of Mercury will be an enlightened and 
expert man, because Mercury is the sun’s scribe, as it is closest to the sun. 

One who was born under the influence of the moon will be a man who suf- 
fers pains, who builds and destroys, and destroys and builds. He will be 
a man who eats not from his own resources and drinks not from his own 
resources, and whose secrets are hidden. If he steals he will succeed, as 
he is like the moon that constantly changes form, whose light is not its own, 
and who is at times exposed and at times hidden. 

One who was born under the influence of Saturn will be a man whose 
thoughts are for naught. And some say that everything that others think 
about him and plan to do to him is for naught. 

One who was born under the influence of Jupiter [tzedek] will be a just 
person [tzadkan]. Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: And just in this context 
means just in the performance of mitzvot. 

One who was born under the influence of Mars will be one who spills blood. 
Rav Ashi said: He will be either a blood letter, or a thief, or a slaughterer 
of animals, or a circumciser. Rabba said: I was born under the influence of 
Mars and I do not perform any of those activities. Abaye said: My Master 
also punishes and kills as a judge. 


The stars and their qualities - 
apma D37: Astrology, which 


he night. was considered to be a serious sci- 
ence over the course of many gen- 
ae =e re al a SS ae aa ee erations, was highly developed in 
Hours Sunda’ Monda Tuesda Wednesda, Thursday Frida Shabbat > 
: y y y [ y 2 y y | z Babylonia. Nevertheless, the Tal- 
1 Mercury Jupiter Venus Saturn Sun Moon Mars mud discusses astrology relatively 
2 Moon Mars Mercury Jupiter Venus Saturn Sun infrequently and when it does, the 
i discussion is on the level of folklore, 
3 Saturn Sun Moon Mars Mercury Jupiter Venus lacking development or complexity. 
4 Jupiter Venus Saturn Sun Moon Mars Mercury This is apparently because most of 
. the Sages maintained that the con- 
5 Mars Mercury Jupiter Venus Saturn Sun Moon ag ; 
stellations do not control the Jewish 
6 Sun Moon Mars Mercury Jupiter Venus Saturn people. 
7 Venus Saturn Sun Moon Mars Mercury Jupiter Some of the qualities ascribed 
5 M qe V 5 s M M here to various astrological signs are 
Sy upuer enus atum gn pgn a related to the visible qualities of the 
9 Moon Mars Mercury Jupiter Venus Saturn Sun stars themselves, like the qualities 
10 Saturn Sun Moon Mars Mercury Jupiter Venus attributed to the sun and he moon. 
Those born under the sign of Venus 
nN Jupiter Venus Saturn Sun Moon Mars Mercury are ascribed certain qualities because 
12 Mars Mercury Jupiter Venus Saturn Sun Moon the luminaries were hung on that day. 
: This may be explained because the 
13 Sun Moon Mars Mercury Jupiter Venus Saturn y P , 
conclusion of Shabbat is the time as- 
14 Venus Saturn Sun Moon Mars Mercury Jupiter sociated with Venus, and it is also the 
15 Mercury Jupiter Venus Saturn Sun Moon Mars time when, according to the Rabbis, 
; fire was discovered by people. Mer- 
16 Moon Mars Mercury Jupiter Venus Saturn Sun : : jes shes 
cury is described as the sun's scribe 
17 Saturn Sun Moon Mars Mercury Jupiter Venus because even the early astrologers 
18 Jupiter Venus Saturn Sun Moon Mars Mercury were aware that it was the closest 
planet to the sun. Saturn is generally 
19 Mars Mercury Jupiter Venus Saturn Sun Moon regarded as a sign related to mis- 
20 Sun Moon Mars Mercury Jupiter Venus Saturn fortune, even though it is ascribed 
: a different meaning here. Jupiter is 
21 Venus Saturn Sun Moon Mars Mercury Jupiter . g P 
considered a sign of fortune and righ- 
22 Mercury Jupiter Venus Saturn Sun Moon Mars teousness. Mars was considered to be 
23 Moon Mars Mercury Jupiter Venus Saturn Sun a sign of war and murder, because 
F : m m Mi ma 7 of its red color and because of its as- 
A atur uo pon als SEUD UprEN enus sociation with the Roman god Mars. 
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It was stated that Rabbi Hanina says: A constellation makes one wise 
and a constellation makes one wealthy," and there is a constellation for 
the Jewish people that influences them. Rabbi Yohanan said: There is 
no constellation for the Jewish people that influences them. The Jewish 
people are not subject to the influence of astrology. And Rabbi Yohanan 
follows his own reasoning, as Rabbi Yohanan said: From where is it 
derived that there is no constellation for the Jewish people? As it is 
stated: “Thus said the Lord: Learn not the way of the nations, and be 
not dismayed at the signs of heaven; for the nations are dismayed at 
them” (Jeremiah 10:2). The nations will be dismayed by them, but not 
the Jewish people. 


And Rav also holds that there is no constellation for the Jewish people, 
as Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: From where is it derived that there is 

no constellation for the Jewish people? As it is stated with regard to 

Abraham: “And He brought him outside, and said: Look now toward 

heaven, and count the stars, if you are able to count them; and He said 

unto him: So shall your offspring be” (Genesis 15:5). The Sages derived 

from this that Abraham said before the Holy One, Blessed be He: Mas- 
ter of the Universe, “Behold, You have given me no offspring, and one 

born in my house is to be my heir” (Genesis 15:3). The Holy One, Blessed 

be He, said to him: No. “And, behold, the word of the Lord came to him, 
saying: This man shall not be your heir; rather, one that will come forth 

from your own innards shall be your heir” (Genesis 15:4). 


Abraham said before Him: Master of the Universe, I looked at my as- 
trological map, and according to the configuration of my constellations 
I am not fit to have a son. The Holy One, Blessed be He, said to him: 
Emerge from your astrology, as the verse states: “And He brought him 
outside,” as there is no constellation for Israel. What is your thinking? 


Is it because Jupiter is situated in the west that you cannot have children? 
I will restore it and establish it in the east. And that is the meaning of 
that which is written with regard to Abraham: “Who has raised up one 
from the east, he will call justice [tzedek] to his steps [leraglo]. He gives 
nations before him, and makes him rule over kings; his sword makes them 
as the dust, his bow as the driven stubble” (Isaiah 41:2). God established 
Jupiter [tzedek] in the east on behalf of [leraglo] Abraham. 


And from that which transpired to Shmuel, one can also conclude that 
there is no constellation for the Jewish people. The Gemara relates that 
Shmuel and the gentile sage Ablet” were sitting, and they saw these 
people were going to the lake. Ablet said to Shmuel: This person will 
go and he will not return, because a snake will bite him and he will die. 
Shmuel said to him: If he is a Jew, he will go and come back. As they 
were sitting for a while, the person they discussed went away and then 
returned. 


Ablet stood up, threw down the person’s burden, and inside he found 
a snake cut and cast in two pieces. Shmuel said to him: What did you 
do to merit being saved from death? The person said to him: Every day 
we all take bread together and eat from the bread. Today, there was one 
of us who did not have bread, and when it came time to gather the bread, 
he was embarrassed because he did not have any to give. I said to the 
others: I will go and take the bread. When I came to the person who did 
not have bread, I rendered myself as one who was taking from him so 
that he would not be embarrassed. Shmuel said to him: You performed 
a mitzva. Shmuel went out and taught based on this incident that even 
though it is written: “And charity will save from death” (Proverbs 10:2), 
it does not only mean that it will save a person from an unusual death" 
but even from death itself. 
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NOTES 


A constellation makes one wise and... 
makes one wealthy — bin 3m bin 
pwr: Many commentaries discussed 
this opinion and concluded that Rabbi 
Hanina does not mean to say that ev- 
erything is determined by one's constel- 
lation. He himself stated: Everything is 
in the hands of Heaven, except for fear 
of Heaven; the choice between good 
and evil remains in the purview of hu- 
man beings. Similarly, those who deny 
the influence of one’s constellation do 
not completely deny it; rather, they hold 
that the constellation does not dictate 
everything but it exerts an influence in 
a certain direction. However, a person 
has the power to free himself from the 
limitations of his fundamental nature 
and to forge his own path in life (geonim; 
Hakotev; Pardes Rimonim). 


PERSONALITIES 
Ablet - vhay: This gentile sage was 
very close with Shmuel, and the Talmud 
relates several encounters and discus- 
sions between them. Ablet was also 
quite familiar with Jewish customs. The 


Jerusalem Talmud also records conversa- 


ions between him and Jewish Sages. 
Although Ablet’s origins are not clear, 
his name indicates that he was probably 
Babylonian. Obalit is phonetically similar 
o the Babylonian name Sanbalat. 


NOTES 

Not only from an unusual death — x) 
mw nman: This must be understood 
in light of the Gemara in tractate Bava 
Batra which explains that the verse: “And 
charity will save from death,’ refers to 
an unusual form of death, since even 
people who give charity eventually die. 
Here, the Gemara adds that it also means 
that one who gives charity will merit liv- 
ing a long life (Maharsha). 
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BACKGROUND 


Chaldeans — Tha: As indicated in a number of Tal- 


mudic sources, the Chaldeans, or Kasdim as they are 
referred to in the book of Daniel (2:4), were apparently 
neither magicians nor sorcerers, from whom it would 
have been prohibited by Torah law to receive counsel. 
Rather, it seems they were the leading scientists of 
the time. They specialized in astrology, in predicting 
a person's fate based on the stars. Although Jewish 
men and women consulted the Chaldeans regularly 
and this was not considered to be a violation of a 
prohibition, not everyone permitted it (see Tosafot). 


NOTES 


Covering the head — wx 103: From several Tal- 


mudic sources it is apparent that not all men covered 
their heads. Prominent Torah scholars covered their 
heads with a scarf. Since children never covered their 
heads, Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak was exceptional in 
this regard. In subsequent generations covering one's 
head became standard practice. 


HALAKHA 


Covering the head - wx 103: A man may not 
walk four cubits with his head uncovered even under 
a roof (Mishna Berura), as covering one’s head is a 
custom of piety and leads to fear of God. The story of 
Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak is one of many sources that 


mention this custom. Although there are halakhic au- 


thorities who explicitly characterized covering one’s 
head as merely a custom of piety (Maharshal; Vilna 


Gaon), the majority of Jewish men are especially vigi- 


lant when it comes to covering their heads (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 2:6). 
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And from that which transpired to Rabbi Akiva as well it can be 
derived that there is no constellation for the Jewish people, as 
Rabbi Akiva had a daughter, and Chaldean‘ astrologers told him 
that on the same day that she enters the wedding canopy, a 
snake will bite her and she will die. She was very worried about 
this. On that day, her wedding day, she took the ornamental pin 
from her hair and stuck it into a hole in the wall for safekeeping, 
and it happened that it entered directly into the eye of the snake. 
In the morning, when she took the pin, the snake was pulled 
and came out with it. 


Her father Rabbi Akiva said to her: What did you do to merit 
being saved from the snake? She told him: In the evening a poor 
person came and knocked on the door, and everyone was pre- 
occupied with the feast and nobody heard him. I stood and 
took the portion that you had given me and gave it to him. 
Rabbi Akiva said to her: You performed a mitzva, and you were 
saved in its merit. Rabbi Akiva went out and taught based on this 
incident that even though it is written: “And charity will save 
from death” (Proverbs 10:2), it does not mean that it will save a 
person only from an unusual death, but even from death itself. 


And from that which transpired to Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak as 

well it can be derived that there is no constellation for the Jewish 

people, As Chaldean astrologers told Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak’s 

mother: Your son will be a thief. She did not allow him to un- 
cover his head. She said to her son: Cover your head™ so that 

the fear of Heaven will be upon you, and pray for Divine mercy. 
He did not know why she said this to him. One day he was sit- 
ting and studying beneath a palm tree that did not belong to him, 
and the cloak fell off of his head. He lifted his eyes and saw the 

palm tree. He was overcome by impulse and he climbed up and 

detached a bunch of dates with his teeth. Apparently, he had an 

inborn inclination to steal, but was able to overcome that inclina- 
tion with proper education and prayer. 
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animal on Shabbat, as long as they were 
picked prior to Shabbat. And likewise one may cut an animal 
carcass before the dogs on Shabbat. Rabbi Yehuda says: If it was 
not already a carcass, i.e., it was not dead, prior to Shabbat, it is 
prohibited to cut it or even move it on Shabbat because it is not 
prepared for use on Shabbat. 


G E M ARA“* dispute between the amora’im with re- 


gard to the prohibition of set-aside on 
Shabbat was stated. Ayin, reish, lamed, shin, het, zayin is a mne- 
monic for the names of the amora’im who stated the following 
halakhot. Ulla said: The halakha is in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Yehuda, who holds that there is a prohibition of 
set-aside on Shabbat. And Shmuel said: The halakha is in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon. 


And Rav also holds that the halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. From where is it ascertained that this 
is Rav’s opinion? From that which was taught with regard to the 
mats that are on ships; Rav prohibited moving them on Shabbat 
due to the prohibition of set-aside, and Shmuel permitted mov- 
ing them. And Levi also holds that the halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, as can be seen from his prac- 
tice when they would bring a slaughtered animal with regard to 
which there was concern that it was an animal with a condition 
that will cause it to die within twelve months [tereifa], before 
Levi ona Festival. He would examine it only when he was sitting 
near a garbage dump, as he said: Perhaps it would not be deter- 
mined to be kosher and it would not be suited even for dogs, and 
then it would be prohibited to move the carcass. Apparently, he 
holds that it is prohibited to move a carcass that was not prepared 
for use before Shabbat. 
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And Shmuel said: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Shimon, who holds that the prohibition of set-aside does not 
apply on Shabbat. And Ze’eiri also holds that the halakha is in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, as we learned in a 
mishna: With regard to an animal that died on Shabbat, one may not 
move it from its place on Shabbat. And Ze’eiri explained: This pro- 
hibition only applies to a consecrated animal," as consecrated items 
may not be fed to dogs in deference to their sanctity; therefore, it is 
set-aside and may not be moved on Shabbat. However, in the case of 
a non-sacred animal, one may well move it and use it because it does 
not have set-aside status. And Rabbi Yohanan also said that the ha- 
lakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon. The Ge- 
mara asks: And did Rabbi Yohanan really say that? Didn’t Rabbi 
Yohanan say: The halakha is in accordance with an unattributed 
mishna, and we learned in a mishna: 


One may chop wood neither from beams set aside for building nor 
from a beam that broke on a Festival." Apparently, this unattributed 
mishna is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. The Ge- 
mara answers that Rabbi Yohanan answered: That mishna is actually 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei bar Yehuda, which is 
an individual opinion. Come and hear: One may start a fire on a 
Festival with a pile of straw" but not with wood that is from the 
wood storage behind one’s house, because that wood is set aside for 
other uses. Apparently, this is an unattributed mishna in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda with regard to the prohibition of 
set-aside. The Gemara answers: There, the mishna is referring to 
wood from cedar and fir trees that are set aside due to monetary loss. 
Even Rabbi Shimon concedes that the prohibition of set-aside is in 
effect in that case. 


Come and hear a proof from another mishna: One may neither give 
water to nor slaughter non-domesticated desert animals, animals that 
are always grazing in the fields. Since people do not generally tend to 
them, they are considered set-aside and may not be used. Giving them 
water would ease removal of their hides. However, one may give 
water to and slaughter domesticated animals." This is apparently an 
unattributed mishna in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. 


The Gemara answers: Rabbi Yohanan found a different unattributed 

mishna in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon. Beit Sham- 
mai say: One may lift bones and peels and shells, which are set-aside, 
from the table on Shabbat. And Beit Hillel say: One must remove 

the entire board from atop the table and shake it; however, he may 
not lift the set-aside objects. And Rav Nahman said to reverse the two 

opinions, and we have only Beit Shammai in accordance with the 

opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, and Beit Hillel in accordance with the 

opinion of Rabbi Shimon. As the halakha is always ruled in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Beit Hillel, this mishna has the authority of 
an unattributed mishna. 


NOTES 

A consecrated animal- pwp nama: An consecrated 
animal that died without being redeemed can no longer 
be redeemed or regain non-sacred status. Therefore, it 
is prohibited to derive benefit from it. On Shabbat and 
Festivals it is set-aside according to all opinions, similar to 
a clump of dirt or raw materials, whose set-aside status 
is even more stringent than that of prohibited vessels. 


HALAKHA 


One may chop wood neither from beams set aside for build- 
ing nor from a beam that broke on a Festival - pypan px 
aio ova mav mips m x) AVP pa Oy: One may not 
chop wood on a Festival from beams that were set aside for 
building, or from a beam that broke on the Festival (Ram- 
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Yom Tov 2:12; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 501:1). 


One may start a fire with a pile of straw - nywa ponm 
yan: One may take kindling from piles of straw ona Festival ab 
initio, if the straw was designated exclusively for that purpose 


(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Yom Tov 2:11; Shulhan Arukh, 


Orah Hayyim 518:7). 


Giving water to and slaughtering animals - none nxpwn 


niana: On a Festival, one may not give water or food to fish and 
birds that are set-aside, lest one come to take one for slaughter. 
However, one may slaughter or give water to animals that graze 
outside of the boundaries of the city and come back at night to 
sleep within it, because they are considered to be designated 
for eating from before the Festival (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Yom Tov 2:2, 17; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 496:2, 498:3). 
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NOTES 


In all of the halakhot of Shabbat - a> nawn dpa: The 
Gemara here is referring not only to the prohibition of set- 
aside, but also to Rabbi Shimon’s opinion with regard to 
all halakhot of Shabbat, including his rulings concerning 
unintended actions and prohibited labor not necessary for 
its own sake (Rashba). 


Earthenware vessel [tafiah] - may: The geonim explained 
that tafiah refers to a type of plant used to fill a window or 
to a type of wicker basket. 


Nullification of vows and dissolution of vows - 0°77. m27 
Dm MAM: The halakhot of vows and their nullification 
are Stated in the Torah (Numbers 30) and explained in an 
entire tractate, tractate Nedarim. In essence, when either a 
young woman still under her father’s auspices or a married 
woman takes a vow, her father or her husband respectively 
can nullify the vow on the day that he hears it if he does 
not approve of it. The Sages explained based on the verses 
that this is permitted only in certain situations. Only vows 
taken with regard to matters between the woman and her 
husband or between the young woman and her father can 
be nullified. Vows that do not affect the woman's relation- 
ship with her husband or father cannot be nullified. Vows 
may not only be nullified; one may also request that a sage 
dissolve his vow. Although this does not appear explicitly in 
the Torah, the Sages found allusions to it in the same portion. 
One who took a vow can request that a single Sage or a court 
of three dissolve it. Tractate Nedarim deals extensively with 
the problems that arise in this process. The standard scenario 
involves the person who took the vow declaring that he did 
not initially anticipate that it would be so difficult to fulfill 
the vow, and had he known, he would not have taken the 
vow in the first place. There is no designated time frame for 
dissolving one’s vows and one can request that his vows be 
dissolved at any time. There are also some vows that a Sage 
cannot dissolve, e.g., a vow made to another person, which 
would require that person's agreement to dissolve it. In addi- 
tion, a vow cannot be dissolved if it was taken before a large 
group and was contingent on their agreement. 


HALAKHA 


Nullification of vows on Shabbat — nawa wn may: A 
husband may nullify his wife's vows on Shabbat even if it 
has no impact on Shabbat itself, as if he fails to do so, he will 
not have another chance. However, he may not say to her: It 
is nullified. He nullifies it in his heart and says to her: Take it 
and eat, or: Take it and drink (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot 
Nedarim 13:8; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 234:24). 


Dissolution of vows on Shabbat - nawa Dyt NAT: It 
is permitted to request that a Sage dissolve one's vows on 
Shabbat for the purpose of Shabbat, even if he could have 
requested before Shabbat that they be dissolved (Rambam 
Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Shevuot 6:6 and Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 24:6; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 228:3). 
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Rav Aha and Ravina disputed this matter. One said: In all of 
the halakhot of Shabbat" in which there is a tannaitic dispute 

involving Rabbi Shimon, the halakha is in accordance with the 

opinion of Rabbi Shimon, except for the case of an item set 
aside due to repulsiveness. And what is that case? It is the case 

of an old oil lamp, which may not be moved on Shabbat, con- 
trary to Rabbi Shimon’s opinion. And one said: In the case of 
an item set aside due to repulsiveness, the halakha is also in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon. The halakha is 

in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon except for the 

case of set aside due to prohibition. And what is that case? It 
is the case of moving an oil lamp that one kindled for that very 
Shabbat. However, with regard to an item set aside due to 

monetary loss, even Rabbi Shimon concedes that it is prohib- 
ited to move that item, as we learned in a mishna according to 

his position: All vessels may be moved on Shabbat except for 
a large saw and the blade of a plow, both of which are prohib- 
ited. Due to their significance, their owners make certain that 
they will not be damaged. 


MI SHNA“ father or husband may nullify his 


daughter’s or his wife’s vows on 
Shabbat," and one may request from a Sage to dissolve vows" 
that are for the purpose of Shabbat. Failure to dissolve the vow 
will compromise one’s fulfillment of the mitzva to delight in 
Shabbat. And one may seal a window on Shabbat to prevent 
light from entering, and one may measure a rag to determine 
whether or not it is large enough to contract ritual impurity, and 
one may measure a ritual bath to determine if it contains 
enough water for immersion. The mishna relates that there was 
an incident in the time of Rabbi Tzadok’s father and the time 
of Abba Shaul ben Botnit, in which they sealed a window us- 
ing an earthenware vessel" and tied an earthenware shard 
with a long reed-grass with a temporary knot, in order to as- 
certain whether or not the roofing had an opening the size of 
a handbreadth. And from their statements and their actions, 
we derived that one may seal a window, and measure, and tie 


a knot on Shabbat. 


GEMARA We learned in the mishna that it is per- 


mitted to nullify vows and to request 
that Sages dissolve vows" for the purpose of Shabbat. In an at- 
tempt to understand the mishna, a dilemma was raised before 
the Sages: Is nullification of vows on Shabbat permitted both 
for the purpose of Shabbat and when it is not for the purpose 
of Shabbat? And the request to dissolve vows, when it is for the 
purpose of Shabbat, yes, it is permitted, but when it is not for 
the purpose of Shabbat, no, it is prohibited? And is it due to 
that distinction that the tanna of the mishna separated the 
cases from each other and listed them separately? 


Or perhaps with regard to nullification of vows on Shabbat as 
well, when it is for the purpose of Shabbat, yes, it is permitted, 
but when they are not for the purpose of Shabbat, no, it is 
prohibited; and the fact that the tanna of the mishna separated 
the cases from each other and listed them separately is due to 
the fact that for nullification one does not require a court, and 
a husband or father can nullify a woman’s vows on his own, but 
for the request to dissolve vows one requires a court. 


Come and hear a resolution to the dilemma from that which 
the Sage, Zutei, of the school of Rav Pappa taught: One may 
nullify vows on Shabbat for the purpose of Shabbat. Appar- 
ently, when the nullification is for the purpose of Shabbat, yes, 
it is permitted to nullify vows, but when it is not for the purpose 
of Shabbat, no, it is prohibited. 


an? KYDPY NPIN x30") 
Dn men Ma see yy) 
WNP 2 abot ix p nyn 
bax AMP NAT TOv- “ib 
ae? eo shan - my) mI 

ova be my) MDT: DN 


299 IVI VN IVIT YNY XA 
awn qisb nawa Dn pyan 
sx) sow px - nawn gish 
DI MY NIN N? - naw 

-nyy nyn 


MD 42 PST VX 31 WX 
bpab sata wy ot bs oa 
os. TIN 2193 vant 
navn on naw b -naV 
- TDN DY TTN wow Y 
son oxw ena xdy wren 
xan send bin ivy - MND 
pit bet DI MT ONT NT 
ara wy ay Tpm pia 

any nya sex yipaw 


amb var DTD Dbw 
abt iK 23 5 mI xow> 
yow xn axis i> mn bay 
yaw I 373 mi: PPM 
by ayy ey mh TWA PT IT 

JD mb mI 


nw?) mova WNT ny ppw” 
TAT INAY 733 APINN 
pa nm mvp wpb : 1 Wats 

[ov apa ngpo ona oe 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


The Gemara cites another version of the dilemma that was 
raised before the Sages. Was the phrase: When they are for the 
purpose of Shabbat, taught about both of them, and nullifica- 
tion is only permitted for the purpose of Shabbat, but when it 
is not for the purpose of Shabbat, no, it is prohibited? If so, 
apparently, nullification of vows may be performed for an 
entire twenty-four hour period" after hearing the vow, and the 
father or husband can wait until after Shabbat to nullify the vow 
if he does not need to do so for the purpose of Shabbat. Or 
perhaps when the mishna taught that it is permitted when the 
nullification is for the purpose of Shabbat, that was taught only 
with regard to the request to dissolve that which was prohibited 
by the vow, but nullification of vows may be performed on 
Shabbat even when it is not for the purpose of Shabbat. If so, 
apparently nullification of vows may be performed only for 
the entire day that the husband or father heard the vow. Once 
Shabbat concludes, the vow may longer be nullified. Therefore, 
even vows whose nullification is not for the purpose of Shabbat 
may be nullified on Shabbat. 


Come and hear a resolution to the dilemma from that which 
the Sage, Zutei, of the school of Rav Pappa taught: One may 
nullify vows on Shabbat for the purpose of Shabbat. Appar- 
ently, when the nullification is for the purpose of Shabbat, yes, 
it is permitted to nullify vows, but when it is not for the purpose 
of Shabbat, no, it is prohibited. If so, apparently nullification 
of vows may be performed for the entire twenty-four hour 
period after hearing the vow. 


Rav Ashi said: Didn’t we learn in a mishna that one may nul- 
lify vows for the entire day, and there is both a leniency and a 

stricture in this matter to extend or curtail the period during 

which the vow may be nullified. How so? If the woman vowed 

on Shabbat evening, her father or husband may nullify the vow 
on Shabbat evening and on Shabbat day until dark. However, 
if she vowed before Shabbat at nightfall, her father or husband 

may only nullify the vow until nightfall, as if he did not nul- 
lify the vow before nightfall, he can no longer nullify it because 

the day ended. The Gemara answers that this issue is subject to 

a tannaitic dispute, as it was taught in a baraita: One may nul- 
lify vows for the entire day. Rabbi Yosei bar Yehuda and 

Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, said: For a twenty-four 
hour period. 


We learned in the mishna: And one may request from a Sage 
to dissolve vows on Shabbat. A dilemma was raised before the 
Sages: Is this only permitted when one did not have time to 
request to have the vow dissolved before Shabbat, or perhaps 
it is permitted even if one had time before Shabbat to request 
to have his vow dissolved? Come and hear a resolution to this 
dilemma from the fact that the Sages attended to Rav Zutra, 
the son of Rav Zeira, and dissolved his vow even though he 
had time to request its dissolution before Shabbat. 


The mishna related: They sealed a window using an earthen- 
ware vessel and tied an earthenware shard with a long reed- 
grass. Rav Yehuda said that Rav said in explanation: There was 
a small alleyway [heilketei]' between two houses, and there 
was ritual impurity imparted bya corpse there in the alleyway," 


There was ritual impurity imparted by a corpse there — 
DY ANT agawy: The Rambam explains that the corpse was 
in one of the houses and there was a window with a glass 
windowpane between the two houses. The glass broke and 
they were uncertain whether or not there was an opening 


NOTES 
of a handbreadth through which the ritual impurity could 
spread. Therefore, they sealed the broken windowpane with 
a small piece of earthenware and then measured it to see 
if the opening was the size of a handbreadth (Rambam’s 
Commentary on the Mishna). 


HALAKHA 

The time for nullification of vows — 09773 7197 pat: A father or 
husband can nullify his daughter's or wife's vows for the entire 
day on which he hears about the vow. The day is defined not as 
a twenty-four hour period, but rather from nightfall to nightfall. 
As soon as night falls after the vow was taken, it can no longer 
be nullified (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nedarim 12:15; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 234:21). 


—— LANGUAGE ————————_- 
Small alleyway [heilketei] - pon: From the Greek eipx fj, eirktè, 
meaning a closed place, the inside of a house, and the like. The 
letters rand | are commonly interchanged. 


BACKGROUND 


Ritual impurity between houses — D’Ma7 pa ngawin: The impu- 
rity is imparted by a corpse beneath the cracked roofing between 
the houses. In the image below, the window facing the alleyway 
was sealed with an earthenware vessel to prevent the ritual im- 
purity from entering the house. 


Ritual impurity between houses 
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Perek XXIV 
Daf157 Amud b 


HALAKHA 
They tied an earthenware shard - nppAT NX NWP: For 
the sake of a mitzva, such as taking measurements that are 
required by the Torah, it is permitted to tie a non-permanent 
knot on Shabbat, even one that requires professional skill 
(Magen Avraham; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 
10:6; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 317:1). 


Measurement for a mitzva — mrt TPT: It is permitted 
to think about, speak about, or measure “things that pertain 
to religious matters and the fulfillment of mitzvot (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 24:5; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 306:7). 


NOTES 

Whether or not there is an opening there in the roofing 

the size of a handbreadth - nay nis masa OW w! ON: 

Some explain this to mean that there was not an entire 
corpse in either of the houses. Rather, there was an olive- 
bulk of a corpse directly beneath the opening in the roofing. 
f the hole in the roofing was the size of a handbreadth, the 
ritual impurity would not spread to the entire area beneath 

he roofing. Some explained that the earthenware shard was 
not permanently affixed to the opening, and therefore it is 
not considered to have sealed it (Meiri). Others explain that 
hey measured the roofing that remained surrounding the 
opening. If its area was a handbreadth, then it would assume 
he legal status of a tent and would transmit ritual impurity 
0 objects beneath it (Rabbi Elazar Moshe Horowitz). 


Merely acting unawares — xgwa poyn: The Sages ruled 
hat one who had no intention whatsoever to perform a 
given action is liable only for violations involving forbidden 
animal fats or forbidden sexual relations, due to the pleasure 
derived from them. However, with regard to the halakhot 
of Shabbat, one has no liability in that situation due to the 
principle that one is liable on Shabbat only for planned, 
thoughtful, creative labor. 


LANGUAGE 
Tub [avna] - xan: Apparently, this should be read as ava- 
zana, from the Middle Persian ābzan, meaning bathtub. 


BACKGROUND 
Tub of water — X97 KNN: 


Bathtub for a single person found in Masada, from the end of the second 
Temple period 
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and there was a cracked roofing placed atop the two houses. If the 

roofing was intact it would have the legal status of a tent over a 

corpse, rendering everything in the alleyway, and, through the win- 
dows, everything in the houses, ritually impure. However, since the 

roofing was cracked and the corpse was directly beneath the open- 
ing, ifthe opening was the size ofa handbreadth or more, the entire 

alleyway and the houses would not become impure. Only the area 

directly over the corpse extending through the opening is impure. 
And that is the reason that they sealed the window of the house 

with an earthenware vessel, so that the ritual impurity would not 
enter the houses, and they tied an earthenware shard" with a long 

reed-grass inserted into the opening in the roofing in order to as- 
certain whether or not there is an opening there in the roofing 
the size of a handbreadth." 


The mishna concludes: And from their statements and their ac- 
tions, we derived that one may seal a window, and measure, and 
tie a knot on Shabbat. The Gemara relates: Ulla happened to come 
to the house of the Exilarch. He saw Rabba bar Rav Huna sitting 
in a tub [avna]! of water? and measuring it. He said to Rabba bar 
Rav Huna: Say that the Sages said that it is permitted to measure 
on Shabbat only a measurement for a mitzva." However, with re- 
gard to a measurement like this one, which is not for a mitzva, did 
they say that it is permitted? Rabba bar Rav Huna said to him: lam 
merely acting unawares" and am not at all interested in the mea- 
surements. Therefore, it is not prohibited. 
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Although driving a laden animal on Shabbat is prohibited by Torah law, the Sages 
concluded that this activity is not one of the thirty-nine prohibited labors for which 
one is liable to be punished with stoning. Rather, it is an independent prohibition 
with its own source, and it is not as severe as the thirty-nine prohibited labors. There- 
fore, the Sages permitted making use of animals in cases of significant need, such as 
in order to avoid a financial loss, provided one does so differently than usual. With 
regard to the parameters concerning food preparation for animals on Shabbat, it 
appears that anything which is absolutely necessary for the animal may be done on 
Shabbat as long as it does not involve a full-fledged prohibited labor. This includes 
handling set-aside items and preparing food. However, even rabbinic prohibitions 
may not be violated for anything non-essential or in order to provide an animal a 
higher level of comfort. 


Summary of 
Perek XXIV 
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Since the publication of the first volume of the Koren Talmud Bavli we have employed 
some transliterated acronyms, such as Rambam, to give the translation a more 
authentic flavor. These acronyms are used throughout this volume where they are 
well known and where the acronym helps readers easily identify the author in ques- 
tion. The following chart provides the full name of each author or work alongside 
its common acronym. 
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432 COMMON ACRONYMS 


Radak 
Radbaz 
Ralbag 
Ramah 
Rambam 
Ramban 
Ran 
Rashash 
Rashba 
Rashbam 
Rashbatz 
Rashi 
Re'em Horowitz 
Rema 

Ri HaLavan 
Ri Haver 
Ri Migash 
Riaf 

Riaz 

Rid 
Ridvaz 

Rif 

Rim 

Ritva 

Riva 
Rivam 
Rivan 


Rivash 


Rosh 

Shakh 

Shas 

Sheelat Ya‘avetz 
Shela 

Siddur Rashi 
Sma 

Smag 

Smak 


Talmid HaRa‘ah 


Rabbi Shlomo ben Rashbatz 
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Rabbi Shlomo, son of Rabbi Shimon ben Tzemah Duran 
Rabbi David Kimhi 

Rabbi David ben Zimra 

Rabbi Levi ben Gershon 

Rabbi Meir HaLevi 


Rabbi Moshe ben Maimon 


Rabbi Moshe ben Nahman 

Rabbeinu Nissim ben Reuven of Gerona 
Rabbi Shmuel Strashun 

Rabbi Shlomo ben Adderet 

Rabbi Shmuel ben Meir 

Rabbi Shimon ben Tzemah Duran 


Rabbi Shlomo Yitzhaki 


Rabbi Elazar Moshe Horowitz 

Rabbi Moshe Isserles 

Rabbeinu Yitzhak ben Ya'akov of Prague 
Rabbi Yitzhak Isaac Haver 

Rabbi Yosef Migash 

Rabbi Yoshiya Pinto 

Rabbi Yeshaya di Trani the Younger 
Rabbi Yeshaya di Trani the Elder 

Rabbi Ya'akov David ben Ze'ev Wilovsky 


Rabbi Yitzhak Alfasi 


Rabbi Yitzhak Meir of Gur 

Rabbi Yom Tov ben Avraham Asevilli (of Seville) 
Rabbeinu Yitzhak ben Asher 

Rabbi Yitzhak ben Meir 

Rabbi Yehuda bar Natan 

Rabbi Yitzhak ben Sheshet 

Rabbeinu Asher ben Rabbi Yehiel 

Siftei Kohen by Rabbi Shabtai Cohen Rappaport 

The Six Orders of the Mishna 

Responsa of Rabbi Ya'akov Emden 

Shenei Luhot HaBerit by Rabbi Yeshaya HaLevi Horowitz 
Siddur compiled by Rashi’s students 

Sefer Meirat Einayim by Rabbi Yehoshua Falk 

Sefer Mitzvot Gadol by Rabbi Moshe of Coucy 

Sefer Mitzvot Katan by Rabbi Yitzhak ben Yosef of Corbeil 


A student of Rabbi Aharon HaLevi 


COMMON ACRONYMS 
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Talmid HaRashba A student of Rabbi Shlomo ben Adderet 
= Jure zahav sy lial Pavin HaLevi 


i HaLavan laser oF Poppe Yitzhak sol Ya‘ ae of f RragUE 
— Sefer HaTurim by Rabbi Ya'akov ben Asher 
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1 


X 


41...And the ha that eats pomegranates — 31°77 7M 
16...And an earthenware ship - DW bw TYD 


And one may tie the umbilical cord of a child — navn pip) 
262...born on Shabbat 


t 
The poisonous fly that is in the land of - oya yaw 13; 
216...Egypt 


Spoon and fork to clean the filth — ree xaT 
229...[zuhama listeran] 


260...A worn ZUZ COIN — K3 NIM 
262... The intervals for bloodletting — 07 nip nt 
398...Old age and weakness — nwm mpr 


n 

362...Barrel and plug — mata man 
412...One who attached by means of agalavki — pax yan 
4n...One attached by means of guvalaki — moma yan 
101...String of a cloak ban pin 
141...Skink — vnin 
392...Flutes — pron 
326...Asafoetida [hiltit] — mnbn 
Five creatures may be killed — nawa pama nwan 

216...0n Shabbat 


304...Tumtum — aww 


y 


149...Touching one's eye and nose — opin) py v 

299...A child born by caesarean section — joi xyi 

30... The days of the year — awit 119? 

A baby whose exit is — PAPIN yep NYT KAY 
292...unknown 

89... The beams in the back of the Tabernacle — pwan nay 

156...Jaundice — xaipy 


2 

218.. .A ramp of a ship - 7»9p WAS 

150...Coriander — mW 12013 

316. ..A bridegroom's canopy — Dann nya 

53...Purse — DD 

199...A loaf worth a pundeyon — ,#1NDA 323 

422...Chaldeans — nade 

The village of Shihin and the village of — maan 1531 ppw 393 
212...Hananya 

394... The stomach of the dead - oT% bw ip 

227...Shuttle — 21D 

144...Hops — Kwa 

When you analyze the matter you will find — anid KYIV 
178...that you can say 


5 


247... Arum -9b 
142. . . Lizard [leta‘a] — TKY 


n 


One hundred times one hundred dinar — ma 7x7 
254. ..[maneh] 


372. . Scraper - NVA 


426... Tub of water — KIT KMN 

229...A launderer’s sprinkler — '3%p7 sban 

121... The letter het in Torah script - o"n nama3 nix 

117... The letters kuf and reish —'3-'p Nnix 

153. ..Hyssop — ait% 

A beam of the - manya new pwan pA tnx 
89... Tabernacle according to Rabbi Nehemya 

88...Frames — Yad 

176... The issar in talmudic times — nbn 1091 TDK 

173...Eating earth — maT% nox 

Different orderings of the — nisiw nima xa 
118...alphabet 

118... Truth [emet] and falsehood [sheker] — pw nayg 

314... Toilet — xbox 

203...Plain staters [astirei peshitei] — "9wa *PHDX 

40...Eshlag - vy 


al 


79...Shuttle [bukhyar] - 9a 

389...Guardhouses [burganin] — pana 

191... The house of Abidan — ; tats a 

The synagogue of the settlement of — iyat Kawa 12 
321...Maon 

On the day he would perform — tay xan Tay xia 
260...bloodletting 

99...Small boats of Meishan — wat spya 

100...A small boat between two boats — nivo paw mya 

147...Boethusian — pina 

154...Swallowing a snake — wn) nba 

Born after seven or eight months of — minw pa myaw ja 
297...pregnancy 

361...Branch bearer — mina 


à 


77.. Balconies [gezuztraot] — DiKwWmåA 
134. . .Cicadas — pa 

28...Wormwood [gidin] - pn 

71.. Shard — KWD 

150. . „Arugula — V34 

151...Gerar and Hamatan — pam IN 
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94...A board with an object — yam q1 


m 


115... The similar letters — ninita ninina 
56.. .The Ark and those who carried it — peewin piga 
159... Since -bgi 
56...Hotzal -byin 
425...Ritual impurity between houses — Maz pa TIWI 
293... The red and the pale child — ptym ores thon 
420...The stars and their qualities — ay»ninam wa2)27 
The halakha is...but not — aye xby...nabrt 
160...for his reason 
84...If one lowers the walls — m1357 Swhynn 
These have restored me to my — mth MV YT 
158...youth 
32... The apple tree and its fruit — i151 manī 
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The letters gimmel and — o’nb 203371-4 Denies NYY 
117...dalet 

40...Headache — xogos 

174. .. Vegetation in one’s intestines — wya Dray 

133. ..Free bird — 1117 vis¥ 

42... Tzipporet keramim — 0N NYƏY 


P 
360. ..Kolyas haispanin — papy D»bip 
194...A beam and posts -oh mip 
254... Thyme — myyip 
227...Hammer of spice merchants — awa bw Dp 
227...Hammer of goldsmiths — pam bv DIN 
69...A reed cutter in a swamp — NAINI 27 wp 
238...A gourd used to draw water — mp 
Nutshells and pomegranate — 091197 py piy > 
38...peels 
63...Weaver's reed — 173 bw mp 
315...Carmanians — Xx, 172 
165...Camel driver's knot -phan w? 
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20... Triangular plot of vegetables — pY A wx 
132... The width of a sit - wan amin 
149...Healing the eye — pya mN159 


w 


204. ..Dill [shevet] - naw 

289... The showbread table - D337 ond now 

The opinions of Rabbi — yin ph yaa pW pi a1 New 
Yosei and the Rabbis with regard to 
26...the Revelation at Sinai 


115...Poetry - mw 
141... The eight creeping animals — yw niaw 
19... They smelled the earth — yxy ny Draw 
127... Two meshes — pyy pa WW 

29... The year of the Exodus — nwa nex naw 


n 


57... This mishna is disjointed — x137 

259... The beginning of birth -mph nyna 

388... Theaters and circuses — DIKO ANNA 
292...A baby that refuses to nurse — pa? wx Pion 
202...May | receive my reward — b Cakal 

328... Meat hook - Kwa won 

237...Oven over the mouth of a pit - 113 why vn 
186... Translations of the Bible — span anya 
166... Two laces 8A 


156. ..Saffron [morika] — xpa 

98...A protrusion on a boat -RTN 

92...A protrusion and a groove — NYAM Kw 
420... The constellation of the hour — aye din 
225...A sack maker's needle — DXPD vma 
251...Matron — xia 

41... Types of insects — DPN 2 

323... Strainer — nba 

372...Aligning a young infant's bones — opi nx pasya 
290...Sucking in circumcision — mong maa mys 
230...Poles — nibpa 

313.. Strainer - myawia 


170...JUg — 1N) 

172...Weaver's loom — DiN ba 

296...Born circumcised -hm bi) 

Alexandrian natron and — Pay 103) MD aN 
39...natron from Anpantrin 


D 
87...Arrangement of the beams — mpa WD 
188...Signs — NINY 
166...Sandal -bmp 
15...Jordan ship -Y7 nyap 
190. . Scrolls of heretics — wman DD 


y 
15... Wagons —nibay 
91... The Levites’ wagons — ona niby 
111. ..Endives and reeds [zeradim] — w% Dwhiy 


One builds a fire for a woman in -mnh aym priy 
259...childbirth 


59...A round cake of figs — mya hw Divy 
394... The eyes of the dead — nan yy 
215...Arav— IW 
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17...Small pitchers — Dapp p29 

217...Candlestick — vina 

239...Window shutter — ona ppa 

26...Corridor [perozdor] — viina 

65...Persian horsemen - 0”pY DWID 

115...Open and closed paragraphs — minaind’ nimins 


y 
141. ..Dab lizard [tzav] - 3% 
42...Palm fronds and vines ral nim pt my 
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160...Rose [vered] -1 201...Avtilas — dopa 
201...Vardimas — DY 396...Weaver's pin [avisana degirdaei] — ITT KIDIN 
n Abarta bar hamag... -3V7 V2 AMANAT Wa IN 


Spoon and fork to clean the filth — ree xaT 
229...[zuhama listeran] 


155...Zitom — Dìm 


v 


345...Board [tavla] - mav 

270...Peacock [tavsa] - xi 

187...Bundle [tomos] - piniw 

238...Ceramic board [tapka] — xp3V 

388. .. Theaters [tarteiot] — NiKYYw 
’ 


260...Ebony [yavna] — may 
415...Hardisian [hardeisiyyot] doves — nipi i 


z 


411.. .Chunks [kulsa] — xpbaa 
360...Kutah — Mm 

314... Teraskal chair -bow XDD 
227...Shuttle [karkar] — 1313 


2 
148... .Fish brine [muraisa] — Koma 
206...Remedy [melugma] - Kanha 
210...Cloak [miktoren] - pivpa 


4) 
122...Abbreviation (notarikon] — ipw 
217...Nabatean [Nivati] — nya 
255...Mint [ninya] — ep) 


y 
397...Castrated goat [ikkara shelifa] — xah xIpy 


a) 


150...Polyps [polypus] — nabis 

55. ..Belt [punda] — 7715 
199...Pundeyon — pna 
409...Official [pursei] - mp 

255.. .Rue [peigam] — Dy. 
191...Philosopher [pilosofa] — xpipis 
210...Boots [pargod] - Tina 
65...Officer [pardashka] - xaw119 
371...Phrygia [Perugaita] — IND 
26...Corridor [perozdor] — ittir 
236...Cloaks [perozemiyyot] — ninais 
250...Merchandise [perakmatya] — KY 
57...Notes [pittakin] — ppms 


P 
147...Well put [kalos] — pixp 
119. ..Gum [komos] — binip 
393. .. Water jug [kumkum] — pxprayp 
400. ..Box [kufsa] - Koap 
369... A swampy river [kurdima] — KIYIN 
157...Wax [kira] - KY? 
127...Keiros — DY? 
210...Wide linen garment [kalbus] — nady 
38...Kimolian earth [Kimoleya] —whinp 
361...Kamton — joan 
119...Copper sulfate [kankantom] — Dimpy 


and abarta bar hing...153 
361...Egmon — aries 
175...Horsekeeper [ahuriyarei] — YW 
426...Tub [avna] — xX 
177. ..Bath attendants [u/airin] -phx 
328... Neck [unka] - xpaK 
210. . .Cape [unkali] — pan 
53... Stalks [urnasei] — DIIN 
287...Bandage [/spelanit] — mapy 
147. . . Executioner [ispaklitor] — ai >papy 
216...Spices [isperamaki] — "PIBN 


176.. .lssar — pii 
165.. .Ring [/sterida] — KTDY 
4. . -Cloak [itztela] - xboyne 
252...Soldiers [akhsanya] — KYD% 
325.. Aluntit — myb% 
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(oz) 


293... Hermaphrodite [androginos] — DixxiT13% 
323...Anumlin — pomy 
210... Socks [anpilaot] — ninya 


253...Unminted coin [asimon] — por 
214...Steward [apotropos] — DIBTwIK 
214...Commander [iparkhos] — DIDIEK 
38... Key [aklida] — xpoprs 


al 


389...Guardhouses [burganin] — pana 

363...Spear [burtiya] - KWa 

The house of Abidan and the house of — *D1¥3 3) | Pax +2 
191...Nitzrefei 

132...Enclosure [bivar] — 393 

370...Bathing garments [balarei] — nwa ba 

120...Ben Stada, the son of Pandeira —XP729 Ja KIDD Ja 

388...Courthouses [basilkaot] — nispa 


a 


412...Branches [gavaza] — XIN 

411. ..Guvalaki — oma 

77...Balcony [gezuztra] — KWM 
319...Royal officers [gazirpatei] — a 
214...Fortress [gistera] — XT" 
71...Shard [gistera] — KWA 

230... Thick end [gelostera] — Kwp 
114. ..Amulets [gelatorei] — njuha 

228.. Junk [gerutaot] - nixwrs 
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64...A hunter's falcons [devei vayadan] — }1%1°37 
371...Deyomset — noni 

383...Graven images [deyokenaot] — Tixapirt 
109...Top row of stones [dimos] - Dia 
61...Diskarta — REPO" 

155...A menstruating woman [dishtana] — xan 
344...Saddlebag [diskaya] — PBT 


gi 


196...Coarse bread [hadra'a] — ANITI 
147.. Brine [hilmei] — an 
425...Small alleyway [heilketei] — wp 
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q1.. .Half a kav [kefiza] — Ktp 
388. ..Circus performances [kirkesaot] — nixppyp 


5 
20... Triangular [rosh tor] — Wn wes 


w 


260. ..Teak [shaga] — xaxw 
332.. Jug [shisha] — xwow 


n 
203...Chair [takhteka] - xpron 


421.. .Ablet - Boars 


Al 
120. ..Ben Stada - x199 {a 
111... The sons of Rahava - nan 


A) 
366...Deference to our Rabbis — mia] 3135 


n 
69...Mar Kashisha — NUN? WD 


5 
401...Rav Ahai bar Yoshiya — TWX) Ta NN 17 
409...Rav Mari bar Rahel -bm wan 
402...Rabba in Pumbedita - x13293 731 
371.. .Rabbi Elazar ben Arakh - Jw ja Wwy 2 
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